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This thesis uses a timescape perspective to understand heritage as a 
process in the cultural landscape of the Borobudur World Heritage Site in 
Central Java, Indonesia. Since 2003, this process has become more and 
more a matter of problem solving, where fundamental issues of heritage 
such as gaining the support of people who are living and working in the 
surrounding areas of the monument, mobilising people and technologies 
in the course of restoration, and even producing and reproducing ideas 
about antiquity and modernity are regarded as management problems. I 
argue that the heritage process is a dialectic between everyday life and 
academic entreprise. Using ethnographic methods, which includes the 
reading and discussion of important texts in the field with the informants, 
I explore the world of meaning-making in Borobudur, where diverse 
ontologies, epistemologies, and methodologies meet, entangle, and 
complicate heritage. I propose that understanding the heritage process in 
the purbakala spacetime helps to identify the timescapes of Borobudur. 
Furthermore, the recognition of spacetime as a fundamental means to 
understand lifeworlds is put forward to enrich the study of Southeast 
Asia.
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In 2003 the World Heritage Site of Borobudur became the confluence of 
several streams of heritage. The twenty-year monitoring period that 
followed the physical restoration of the monument of Borobudur ended, 
setting the stage for debating new directions in the conservation of Candi 
Borobudur, other than preservation. Then, 2003 was also the “Year of 
Heritage, which was a program of the Indonesian Ministry for Culture and 
Tourism, with Candi Borobudur as an icon of Indonesia’s heritage 
tourism. Also in 2003, a UNESCO treaty, the Convention for the 
Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage was adopted, paving the 
ground for rethinking the heritage of Borobudur by creating a framework 
for efforts to uphold the wisdom ‘contained’ in Candi Borobudur, efforts 
that were initiated by Indonesia’s Minister for Culture and Tourism three 
years earlier. Furthermore, in 2003, UNESCO pushed forward the cultural 
landscape agenda in Borobudur; the agenda defined in UNESCO‘s 
publication of World Heritage Papers  No. 6 on World Heritage Cultural 
Landscapes, also in 2003. Lastly, the year 2003  was also marked in 
Borobudur by shifts in the governance of heritage. Following the thrust 
towards regional autonomy, the Governor of Central Java discussed with 
the Director General of UNESCO his government’s plan of managing 
tourism and related commercial activities near Candi Borobudur. Never 
before had that happened, since Candi Borobudur is a World Heritage 
Site that links UNESCO with state parties, that is, national governments. 
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Yet, surprisingly, it was not the Central Government of Indonesia that 
protested loudly, but people who live and work in Borobudur, who felt it 
was their turn, not the provincial government’s, to make use of the 
heritage. Let me therefore conclude that 2003 was a year of changes for 
heritage in Borobudur and state that heritage will be at the core of the 
following discussion. 
 Based on an idea borrowed from Chris Gosden (1994), who sees 
monuments as social beings in time, I want to explore the making and 
unmaking as well as the application and contestation of heritage in 
Borobudur. In this perspective, Candi Borobudur is an active actor that 
inspires meaning-making and not just a  mute witness of history, silently 
waiting to be read. One outcome of the changes in 2003 was a sudden 
increase in interpretations about the relationship between Candi 
Borobudur and its environment. Various people made a number of 
connections between the temple and so many different things: paddy 
fields, palm trees, an assortment of dances — some traditional, others 
not so — natural landmarks, an earthenware industry, a tofu factory, a 
tourism village, and others. Many of the connections were reproductions 
of a cultural landscape idea, proposed by the Director General of Unesco 
in the fourth meeting of international experts on Borobudur.
	 It is certainly tempting to find out which connection is really the 
heritage of Borobudur; whether the cultural landscape idea is actually a 
useful concept to understand and manage the heritage of Borobudur. It 
would make a good case in heritage studies. However, this dissertation is 
not meant to become a case in heritage studies.
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Southeast Asian Studies and Heritage
This dissertation is meant to make a contribution to recent developments 
in Southeast Asian Studies at the National University of Singapore (NUS). 
The head of the Department of Southeast Asian Studies at NUS, 
Associate Professor Goh Beng Lan (2011: vii) stated that “[c]urrent critical 
thinking on regions outside the West appears to have shifted from a 
preoccupation with the limitations of Western discourse to endeavours in 
fostering inter-referencing in Asian contexts as a means to de-centre and 
diversify knowledge production” and asks: “[h]ow can Southeast Asian 
intellectuals respond to current critical norms yet construct 
representations which are faithful to lived realities and meanings in the 
region and which can also challenge oppressive discourses at the official 
and oppositional levels?” I argue that a discussion about heritage in 
Southeast Asia in the noughties and beyond is here particularly useful.
 A/P Goh and Professor Ileto organised in 2004-5 a series of 
workshops that initiated intergenerational and interdisciplinary dialogue 
among twenty-five postgraduate students and senior scholars from 
Southeast Asia (Goh 2011: 46; see also Ileto 2007). The workshop series 
was entitled “Local Scholarship and the Study of Southeast Asia: 
Bridging the Past and the Present” and all of the students who were 
pursuing degrees at NUS wrote theses that dealt with matters pertaining 
to heritage, without, however, I should add, raising heritage as their 
subject of study.
 The dissertation of Davisakd Puaksom (2007) about the Javanese 
Panji Stories in Thailand is an award-winning study that shows how 
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successful translation in Southeast Asia is really an act of translocating 
and transforming, which does not include appreciating the cultural back-
grounds of heritage. The Panji Stories took on another life in Thailand and 
became Thai. Puaksom wished in the wake of the resurgence of Malay 
communities in southern Thailand that deeper appreciation of the 
process of translating the Panji Stories would help the Thai society to 
develop intercultural, interfaith and interethnic tolerance. However, as he 
himself was not concentrating on Thai heritage, his wish was formulated 
as an epilogue to the study — the call to use heritage as a means to 
develop tolerance came as an afterthought.
 Heritage comes to the front of discussion in another award-
winning study of the “junior” scholars of the workshop. In her dissertation 
about the Moro-Moro performances of the Philippines, Nikki Seranilla 
Briones (2010) faces the social problem of tolerance by examining the 
heritage of the art form. Noting from the start that attitudes of the 
government, art critics, and parts of society toward the performances 
have changed, from suspicion and disapproval stemming from their 
colonial baggage to interest and hope due to their potential as part of the 
national heritage of the Philippines, Briones looks deeper to find that not 
only is the war dance the centre of this theatre of war but also that it is 
the choreography, not the plot with its debatable colonial and nationalistic 
imaginations, that brings home the central message of harmonious co-
existence between Christian and Muslim Filipinos and Filipinas, that is by 
mirroring positions in a given space.
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	 These two studies mark the ends of a spectrum of postgraduate 
studies related to heritage at the Southeast Asian Studies Department of 
NUS in the noughties: heritage is either the background or the foreground 
of efforts to tackle urgent social problems which are often not manifested 
as exigencies in everyday life in Southeast Asia. Heritage is not the 
subject of these studies. In the dissertation of K. Thirumaran (2006), 
heritage is the stuff that attracts visitors from mainland China to 
Singapore and from the Indian subcontinent to Bali; but it is discussed as 
a feature of tourism. In the dissertation of Arthur Chia (2010), heritage is 
the belief in the power of localised Buddhist deities that binds together 
Malaysian Chinese of various religious backgrounds; yet here it is a 
matter of human rights. Even for those that look for heritage, as Alice Yap 
(2007) did in her thesis on the plurality of Southeast Asian perceptions 
about Borobudur, it is not a subject of study in its own right. It seems that 
it is difficult for the aspiring NUS Southeast Asianists to locate heritage in 
Southeast Asian people-place relationships.
 Nonetheless, all studies reflect the “key conceptual difficulties in 
the search for ‘local’ Southeast Asian perspectives” (Goh 2011: 3), “at a 
time when the epistemological rules of the day appear to be about a 
search for diversity rather than similarity, an eschewing of western and 
nation state frameworks, and a rejection of the possibility of any bounded 
geographical and identity conceptions in the current world (Goh 2011: 2). 
Ruth T. McVey shows the power of these epistemological rules in an 
essay that concluded a book which insisted that there is a need for 
“Locating Southeast Asia” (Kratoska, Raben, Schulte Nordholt 2005) by 
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saying: “It is precisely in the context of the new emphasis on 
globalisation, networking, and process that Southeast Asia can best be 
understood, and where experience can make a significant 
contribution” (2005: 313) and 
Southeast Asia  reminds us  as  perhaps no other place ... that human 
institutions, including nation-states, are social constructs  and therefore 
ultimately polyvalent and fluid. We should look not for one Southeast 
Asia but many, viewed according to their times  and the groups that 
participate in them. What counts  ... is the need to identify relative 
densities of interaction among these elements (2005: 317).
	 These epistemological rules are powerful because they organise 
thoughts at a deep level of consciousness. Says McVey about the act of 
discovering multiple rather than locating one Southeast Asia:
Compare it, for example, with the ways  we think of time. We are by 
now accustomed to conceiving time as  polyvalent. Some ... essays 
[about Southeast Asia] ... have made use of Braudel’s  systemic arc of 
the longue durée as  opposed to the skittering immediacy of 
événements. Other scholars have emphasized the various  senses of 
time contained in different social institutions, and indeed in our daily 
lives  we allow the glacial creep of bureaucratic time and the flickering of 
media attention. 
Still we might reasonably expect place to be less plastic than time. 
Unless it is  understood mythically or metaphorically, a  place is  after all 
something that is  solid, there. Southeast Asia is  a sizable part of the 
globe; we can point to it (2005: 308).
 Following Goh, I do not believe it is important to discuss at length 
the politics behind the use of “we” by McVey. However, I do believe it is 
crucial to critically review the sharp distinction between time and space, 
that supposedly exists in Southeast Asian studies, for I believe that 
Southeast Asia, like Braudel’s Mediterranean is better conceptualised as 
a spacetime rather than a “sizeable part of the globe.”
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 Early in the twentieth century Minkowski theorised that time and 
space are perceptively inseparable,1  and it makes more sense to see the 
pair as spacetime to understand fundamental forces of the universe, such 
as the “gravity pull” which is a push by spacetime that is curved by a 
massive object. Earlier, Einstein famously postulated that depending on 
the relative position of an observer in space time can appear to “move” 
faster or slower in another position. Later, in the mid-twentieth century, 
Edward T. Hall worked out that the notion of spacetime makes also 
sense in understanding the social world of humans, particularly everyday 
life (see Hall 1983; also 1959; 1966; 1976). Why then should we see 
space as being more concrete than time in Southeast Asia? If we say 
with McVey that Southeast Asia is a sizeable part of the globe, but at the 
same time that there are several Southeast Asias, does that mean that 
there are several globes, each with its own time? How then do the 
groups that inhabit the many Southeast Asias interact across the times? 
Would heritage then become the tales of time travellers?
 In a recent conference on Asian heritage, however it became 
obvious that it is difficult to talk about heritage matters in Southeast Asia 
as remains of the past when “the past” and the “the present” coexist. In 
Singapore, 2009, the organisers of the “International Conference on 
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1 He said at the Eightiest Conference of German Naturalists and Physicians in Cologne, 
21 September 1908: "Gentlemen! The views of space and time which I wish to lay 
before you have sprung from the soil of experimental physics, and therein lies their 
strength. They are tendentiously radical. Henceforth, space and time as separate 
entities are doomed to fade away into mere shadows, and only a kind of union of the 
two will preserve an independent reality." (M.H.! Die Anschauungen über Raum und Zeit, 
die ich Ihnen entwickeln möchte, sind auf experimentell-physikalischem Boden 
gewachsen. Darin liegt ihre Stärke. Ihre Tendenz is eine radikale. Von Stund an sollen 
Raum für sich und Zeit fur sich völlig zu Schatten herabsinken und nur noch ein Art 
Union der beiden soll Selbständigkeit bewahren (see Lorentz, Einstein, Minkowski 1913: 
56).
Heritage in Asia: Converging Forces and Conflicting Values” called for 
papers with the following agenda:
In recent years  the idea of ‘heritage’ – both natural and cultural – has 
come to the fore across Asia, driven by a language of identity, tradition, 
revival, and sustainability ... In a  region of immensely uneven change - 
such that the pre-/industrial and post-industrial all coexist to create 
simultaneous  presents  – major analytical challenges  arise from the 
need to preserve, safeguard and restore in contexts where aspirations 
for modernization and development are powerful and legitimate forces. 
To date however, much of the analysis  of heritage in Asia  has  relied 
upon inherited or borrowed conceptions, and assumptions  about what 
should be valued and privileged. The legacies  of colonialism, state-
centric agendas, social inequality, and the uneasy management of 
pluralist populations  all conspire to stifle open and innovative 
discussion. There is little doubt that over the coming decade the 
contestations  surrounding heritage in Asia will continue to intensify, 
whereby converging forces  and conflicting values are the norm. In 
response, suitable theoretically informed platforms for understanding 
and mediating these forces  and values  are much needed (Daly and 
Winters 2009).
	 For the organisers, as acknowledged by Tim Winters in the only 
session that aimed to theorise heritage, this theoretically informed 
platform is the modern world-system. According to Immanuel Wallerstein 
(1989, 1983, 1980, 1974) the modern world-system is a historic 
construction that started to globalise in sixteenth century Western 
Europe. It is the spacetime of this globalisation, however, not the forces 
of the system that is more relevant in understanding heritage. In a 
keynote address at the Convergencia/World Congress of Convergence in 
Cartagena, Colombia, 31 May, 1997, he said: 
[T]he concept of Time-Space, of the multiple social constructs  of 
TimeSpace, is  at the center of the intellectual task of the ongoing 
reconstruction of the world of knowledge which is  necessary to enable 
the world of knowledge to fulfill adequately its  role in this time of 
transformation (Wallerstein n.d.).
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 The time of transformation points toward the existence of the 
world-system that has reached the end of the structural spacetime of 
modernity, where events in cyclico-ideological timespace became strong 
enough to cause bifurcation. Related to the current heritage spectacle in 
Asia, particularly in Southeast Asia, it is precisely the “language of identity, 
tradition, revival and sustainability” that shows the workings of the 
modern world-system and not the aspirations for modernisation and 
development, because it is this language that brings together the 
presents of the “pre-/industrial” and the “post-/industrial” in the 
transformational timespace of the modern world-system, whereas the 
language of modernisation and development, still in the structural 
timespace of the modern world-system, distinct them. There is a 
problem, though, in the assumption that all people everywhere live and 
work in the spacetime of the modern world-system. As Hall showed in 
the above-mentioned studies, even if they share the same space people 
do not necessarily share the same time. Interaction across times without 
realising the difference leads to misunderstanding. 
 Nevertheless, I do believe that there is today across the world in 
particular spacetimes a felt need for change. Deep in the consciousness 
of the NUS Southeast Asian students there is hope to construct ideas 
and social categories that better suit our experiences of Southeast Asian 
spacetimes. What is similar between Borobudur, the Panji Stories and the 
Moro-Moro if not the hope of constructing bounded geographical and 
identity conceptions that may help to overcome current social problems 
— the right to benefit from the value chain of heritage in Borobudur, the 
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use of heritage as a platform for discussing and developing interfaith 
tolerance in Thailand and in the Philippines — in the face of powerful 
western scientific and nation state frameworks, which separate economic 
and cultural benefits of heritage and presume “that the people of the 
world can be uniquely categorised according to some singular and 
overarching system of partitioning” (Sen 2006: xii). I believe, with Sen, 
that other constructions of spacetimes are needed to understand 
heritage in Southeast Asia.
 Recent research has revealed a differentiation that combines 
understandings of spacetime that are closer to Wallerstein’s conception 
and those that are closer to the conception of Hall. More precisely, 
Stocker (2014) has published the results of theoretic psychological 
research about spacetimes conducted at Einstein’s alma mater, the 
University of Zürich; he proved that there are object (Minkowskian) 
spacetime and event spacetime. Furthermore, he showed that the 
cognitive grasping of motion always involves mental mapping from object 
to event spacetime, regardless of whether something is considered to be 
moving through space or through time. It would be possible to construct 
frameworks of knowledge production about heritage as this kind of 
mapping.
 Goh (2011: 2), however, states further that efforts of constructing 
Southeast Asian frameworks of knowledge production are constrained by 
an atmosphere where “concepts and social categories become part of a 
social science language game; they are hijacked, reified, and frozen by 
dogmatic ideological and disciplinary purposes making alternative 
10
persuasions difficult or misunderstood.” I would like to add that the 
development of Southeast Asian ideas and social categories is also 
hampered by epistemological rules that are based on a Newtonian 
ontology and, as Goh more recently showed, that this game is not 
confined in the academic environment.
 In a study on the Art Décor style building with Shanghai plaster 
finish that stands on 43 Madras Lane, within the World Heritage site of 
Georgetown, Penang, Goh discussed the importance to link time, space 
and culture in Penang, to understand heritage as knowledge. She argues 
that “the turn of the 20th Century in Penang … is a good starting point for 
rethinking heritage” (Goh 2012: 43). Combining the approach of 
Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (1995) towards heritage as an interpretative 
interface, due to its capacity to generate knowledge, and the approach of 
Abidin Kusno (2010) towards 
architectural/spatial practices as  devices  that produce both disciplined 
and empowering forms of identities  … [where with the] bringing of time 
into architectural/spatial practices the interconnections  between past 
and present are not only better revealed but can create new 
imaginations which can liberate and also constrain human action (see 
Goh 2012: 44), 
Goh projects that the building, but also other sites in Penang associated 
with the Hu Yew Seah, a cultural literary association that was prominent 
in Penang and beyond during the 1920s for its endeavours to formulate 
“new ideas and ideals about humanity, society, and politics” (Goh 2012: 
43), can become cornerstones of showcasing what I would call 
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Bildungsbürgertum2  if they are turned into “civic and not merely tourist 
spaces” (Goh 2012: 43). She concludes:
heritage pursuits  must learn to inscribe social memory and 
consciousness instead of official history … and must be open to the 
possibilities  of representing multilayered and overlapping narratives 
which cannot be easily subsumed into any coherent category or 
singular flow of time/influences. Such narratives may require spatial and 
architectural imaginations  which can better illuminate interconnections 
between space and time and make relevant the past and present so as 
to provoke new imaginations. Heritage sites  should strive to become 
civic spaces where people can engage with the past and present to 
better understand the legacies that shape them. Only by venturing into 
such directions can heritage empower Penangites to create a more 
integrated and viable future (Goh 2012: 54).
Heritage and Timescapes
Goh’s proposition stands on the notion of heritage as an ‘interpretive 
interface’, which “is not a substitute for the site but an integral part of it, 
for the interpretive interface shows what cannot otherwise be seen, offers 
virtualities in the absence of actualities [and] produces hallucinatory 
effects” (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1995: 377). Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 
a self-proclaimed folklorist, was theorising heritage in the context of the 
the site of the Abbey Church of St. Peter and St. Paul (1088-1804) in 
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2 Bildungsbürgertum is a German concept that captures the complex interplay between 
education, ideology, and politics of the educated middle class, as well as with heritage, 
seen as bildungsgut or the “stuff” used to educate, as (see Sperber 1987; also Kocka 
1985-1992). I use the expression to relate to the people that, in the search for their self 
amidst an English-speaking middle class milieu were led to “see themselves as agents 
of social and political change in their fight against colonial domination” (Goh 2012: 46). 
According to Goh, following Siegel (1997: 13-26), this search for the self can be pinned 
down to the turn of the twentieth century by locating the emergence of the “I” or saya in 
Malay. Denys Lombard, however, has shown that the “saya” emerged in Java much 
earlier, particularly in networks of traders, and is related with the emergence of a new 
society and new perspectives about time and space due to the development of Islam in 
the island (see Lombard 1990: 149-242). In Chapter 2, I show how priyayis — arguably 
Javanese bürger — have influenced the making of Javanese heritage at the turn of the 
twentieth century in colonial Java.
Cluny, where there is a large empty space and next to it a museum that 
performs as a virtual church. Contrary, the building of the Hu Yew Seah 
association still stands. Nevertheless, I can understand Goh’s usage of 
‘interpretive interface’, because there is an absence of actuality, namely 
the public space that the Hu Yew Seah created in the 1920s, at a time 
when in Southeast Asia “people were beginning to see themselves as 
agents of change,” when “[d]ifferent groups were participating in 
modernity and producing new conceptions of self, culture, and society,” a 
time of “great openness to ideas” — including to the theory of relativity 
when Einstein visited Singapore in 1922 and attracted a large crowd of all 
sorts of people from Southeast Asia beyond the Singaporean Jewish 
community (see Bieder 2001) — and in Penang, “a late colonial port city 
and cosmopolitan centre of immigration, trade, and press … “a variety of 
social, cultural, artistic, and political organisations were formed” (Goh 
2013: 46). 
 I believe that the public space of Hu Yew Seah is a spacetime, and 
it is this spacetime, not the heritage, that was virtually revived on 21 
November 2009, when the Saya Anak Bangsa Malaysia network kick 
started the “One People, One Nation” inter-ethno-religious dialogue, in 
the Hu Yew Seah building (see Goh 2013: 53). Further, I support the 
focus on the actualisation of the virtual, rather than the realisation of the 
possible, but not as heritage per se. The virtual that was actualised in 
2009 is, again, the 1920s spacetime of Hu Yew Seah, which is an epoch 
in the history of Penang or, in other words, in the duration of Penangites.
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 Duration, or la durée, represents Bergson’s theory of time. Central 
to this understanding of time is qualitative multiplicities, rather than 
quantitative multiplicities, where “the differentiation of qualitative 
multiplicities occurs through the ‘actualisation of the virtual’, rather than 
the ‘realisation of the possible’” (Hodges 2007: 30-1). One consequence 
of this principle is that there is no measurement of time that can be 
applied universally beyond the satisfaction of practical needs of those 
who want to control society through timing — such as for instance 
transportation industrialists, first in Europe and across the northern 
Atlantic (see Goudsbloum 2001), then also in colonial states such as Java 
and beyond (see Van Schendel and Schulte Nordholt 2001; Mrazek 
2002: 14) — which corresponds to Einstein’s theory of relativity and 
points, therefore, towards the importance of spacetime.3
 Matt Hodges, an anthropologist from England who has a personal 
history with southern France, used Bergson’s duration to understand 
heritage in the Mediterranean village of Bages (a pseudonym). The 
spacetime he was dealing with was the late-modernity of Western 
Europe. He found, during the turn towards the third millennium, in the 
wake of a declining viticulture, a  dying fishing industry, and growing 
heritage tourism businesses, not only that there were various ways of 
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3 Einstein and Bergson had a famous disagreement related to the theory of time, but not 
about the notion of spacetime. Bergson acknowledged Einstein’s theory of relativity in 
so far it is limited to the realm of physics. Einstein, however, disputed the epistemology 
of Bergson’s philosophy of time. This disagreement, in turn, developed into another one, 
which was situated at the heart of World Heritage, as both were involved in the 
development of the International Commission for Intellectual Cooperation of the League 
of Nations, the ideological forerunner of UNESCO (see Canales 2005; Valderrama 1995: 1 
ff). More on this relation in Chapter 2.
actualising this spacetime through discourse but also that several 
‘markers’ of this actualisation were inscribed in the landscape of Bages. 
 He conceptualises networks of these markers as timescapes. In 
his book, The Ethnography of Time: Living With History in Modern Rural 
France, which “concerns the manifestation and management of historical 
change and rupture in lived experiences [and] explore[s] the sundry 
usages of the past … [where] what the past holds in store is inevitably of 
consequence in human affairs (Hodges 2007: 3; italics  by me). He 
theorised: “rapid change in historical processes inevitably influences the 
temporal modalities  of everyday life” (Hodges 2007: 163; italics  in the 
original), where the historical processes are the innovations of viticulture 
in the 1990s and of fishing in the 1960s as well as the renovation of 
public space and buildings in the context of late 1990s tourism. He 
describes “the cultural media and principle rituals which comprise … the 
temporal fabric of everyday life in Bages; and relate[s] these to the 
general characteristics of the temporal outlooks  of people in the 
village” (Hodges 2007: 145; italics in the original).
 Temporal modality, temporal fabric, and temporal outlook are 
concepts derived by Hodges from his synthesis of Bergson’s philosophy 
of time and certain anthropologies of time, which hold together his field of 
investigation that spans from epochs of historical processes to lived 
experiences. Temporal modality is basically the orientation towards past, 
present, and future, as well as habit and innovation, which is produced 
and reproduced in lived experiences; it is a matter of ethnographic 
research. Temporal fabric are “contingent cultural media”, both explicit 
15
such as calendars and clocks, and symbolising such as expressions of 
time or temporal markers in language. Temporal outlook is social ideology 
about time and timing, which is contained in temporal fabrics to varying 
extent. Understanding this extent is another matter of ethnographic 
research. Furthermore, however, he projects the interplay of temporal 
modality, fabric and outlook onto a spacetime that extends from ruptures 
of certain historical processes to existential leitmotifs of lived experiences 
of those ruptures (see Hodges 2007: 51-63).
 Henk Schulte Nordholt, an anthropologist and historian from the 
Netherlands, has conducted research on temporal ontology in Bali. His 
findings about ways of articulating plurality — in terms of both expressing 
the state of being plural and connecting the various elements — by 
devising the sequence of events can be read with Hodges’ analytical 
concepts. Realising from the start that “People in Bali live in a variety of 
different time systems” (Schulte Nordholt 2001: 57), he endeavoured to 
“discuss some aspects of the plurality of these time systems in Bali and 
the ways in which they are related to each other” (Schulte Nordholt 2001: 
57), arguing that “the Gregorian and wuku calendars in modern Bali do 
not simply exist side by side. Rather, they interact in a dynamic way, in 
the process of which political actors and economic factors play important 
roles as well” (Schulte Nordholt 2001: 57). He explained:
Whereas  most calendar systems  structure the duration of time in a 
quantitative way by adding a new year to the previous one, the 
Javanese Balinese wuku system is  primarily concerned with the 
specific quality of particular points in time. It does not count, but rather, 
it qualifies (Schulte Nordholt 2001: 58).
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 Looking through the prism of Hodges concepts, I think that people 
in Bali use temporal fabrics, calendars and chronograms, to produce and 
reproduce temporal outlooks of caste and families, while living in multiple 
presents with complex temporal modalities that include looking 
backwards and forwards, innovating at one time and relying on habits at 
others. Tradition is as political in Bali as elsewhere, but, to be sure, 
people in Bali do not turn their back toward modernity. They want to be 
moderen, albeit on their own terms (Vickers 1996). Thus, there is a 
spacetime at work in Bali that is different to Hodges’ late-modernity. This 
spacetime is the outcomes of the “complex articulation between a state 
cum capitalist time regime and a local ritual and calendar 
system” (Schulte Nordholt 2001: 75) but also paves the ground of 
Balinese lifeworlds where the effects of political change are more 
palpable than the ruptures of modernity.4
 Hodges defines the networks of markers in Bages as timescapes 
of modernity (see Hodges 2007: 81ff). Barbara Adam has coined the 
term timescapes of modernity to delineate ecological, organic and 
inorganic dimensions of processes that would be otherwise perceived as 
unrelated events. Adam (1998) links the events of the Chernobyl nuclear 
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4 Recently, this temporally complex spacetime has been undermined in the enlisting of 
the Subak agricultural system as a Unesco World Heritage cultural landscape that 
focuses only on the traditional aspects of the system, forgetting that there are networks 
of markers that link the traditional and the modern as well as innovation and habit 
(personal communication with an officer of the Ministry of Education and Culture, 
December 2013).
disaster5 and “repeated attacks” of BSE6  in the UK with the inability of 
late-modern societies to deal with risks that span over many years and 
several countries, resulting in panic and inconclusive public debates, and 
further social and economic difficulties. The connection that she 
establishes are concentrations of particular spacetimes, which are seen 
as “symptoms of global economic and industrial processes. These 
processes, in turn, are inseparably linked to specific conceptions and 
approaches to time and space” (Adam 1998: 1). Noting that “[w]hile 
space is associated with visible matter and sense data, time is the 
invisible ‘other’” (Adam 1998: 9) she explains:
Where other scapes  such as  landscapes, cityscapes  and seascapes 
mark the spatial features  of past and present activities  and interactions 
of organisms and matter, timescapes  emphasize their rhythmicities, 
their timings and tempos, their changes  and contingencies. A 
timescape perspective stresses  the temporal features of living. Through 
timescapes, contextual temporal practices  become tangible. 
Timescapes are thus  the embodiment of practiced approaches  to time 
(Adam 1998: 10).
 Looking back to Schulte Nordholt’s temporal complexity of Bali, 
the family and caste rituals as well as the political activities are 
timescapes that actualise the virtuality of having at once several 
spacetimes at work. The question, however, is whether we should see 
these timescapes as timescapes of modernity or timescapes of Bali; a 
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5 On 26 April 1986 an explosion and fire at the Chernobyl Nuclear Power Plant in 
Ukraine released large quantities of radioactive particles into the atmosphere, which 
spread over much of the western USSR and Europe.
6 Bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) is a fatal brain and spinal cord disease in 
cattle that became epizootic in Europe, but mostly in the UK where it started to spread 
in 1986 and continued to surface until 2009.
problem of positionality that cannot be easily resolved by contemplating 
the possibility of having timescapes of modern Bali.
 The problem of positioning the researcher amidst the spacetime of 
modernity has been attacked by Achille Mbembe — a philosopher from 
Cameroon who is living and working in South Africa and the USA, but 
mostly writes in French — in his book On the Postcolony (2001). 
Observing that “it is in relation to Africa that the notion of ‘absolute 
otherness’ has been taken farthest’ (Mbembe 2001: 2) — he asks 
whether it is possible to offer an intelligible reading of the forms of 
social and political imagination in contemporary Africa  solely through 
conceptual structures  and fictional representations used precisely to 
deny African societies  any historical depth and to define them as 
radically other, as all that the West is not” (Mbembe 2011: 11).
 This technique of producing anthropological subjects of scientific 
study has been criticised earlier by Johannes Fabian — “Geopolitics  has 
its ideological foundations in chronopolitics” (1983: 144)— and efforts 
have been made within and without anthropology to correct this error in 
methodology (see Munn 1992 for an overview of anthropological 
approaches towards time). However, Mbembe’s postcolonial critique 
goes further. In the postcolony, 
the present as  experience of time is  precisely that moment when 
different forms  of absence become mixed together: absence of those 
presences  that are no longer so and that one remembers  (the past), 
and absence of those others that are yet to come and are anticipated 
(the future)” (Mbembe 2001: 16), 
when subjects emerge, act effectively, withdraw, or being removed in 
displacement. This present and the subjects are not easily understood by 
solely thinking about discourse.
19
Concerned with explaining either single and unrepeatable occurrences 
or symbolic representations, recent historiography, anthropology, and 
feminist criticism inspired by Foucauldian, neo-Gramscian paradigms  or 
post-structuralism problematize everything in terms of how identities 
are ‘invented,’ ‘hybrid,’ ‘fluid,’ and ‘negotiated.’ On the pretext of 
avoiding single-factor explanations of domination, these disciplines 
have reduced the complex phenomena of the state and power to 
‘discourses’ and ‘representations,’ forgetting that discourses  and 
representations have materiality” (Mbembe 2001: 5).
 To go beyond the chronopolitics of discourse and identity politics, 
Mbembe (2011) proposes to study “the interlacing of histories and the 
concatenation of distinct worlds,” which is similar to Schulte Nordholt’s 
conclusion about Balinese temporalities, but with the difference that 
Mbembe emphasises the position of the researcher as someone who 
intends not just to detect but also to overcome differences. This leads 
Mbembe to postulate:
for each time and each age, there exists something distinctive and 
particular … a  Zeitgeist … [within which the] distinctive and particular 
things are constituted by a set of material practices, signs, figures, 
superstitions, images, and fictions  that, because they are available to 
individuals’ imagination and intelligence and actually experienced, form 
what might be called ‘languages of life’ (Mbembe 2001: 15).
 Mbembe has shown how this might work in a study where he 
searched for post-apartheid ‘languages of life’ that are materialised in the 
geography of wealth of Gauteng, the wealthiest province of South Africa. 
At the geographical centre, Johannesburg, he found that not only “the 
unconscious of a city is made up of different layers of historical time 
superimposed on one another, different architectural strata or residues 
from earlier times …” [but also that] ... “[i]n times of transition, these 
layers and strata become elusive and precarious” (Mbembe 2004: 
404-5), arguing that 
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the aesthetic phenomenality of things resides not so much in their 
surfaces but in their substitutability and in the various ways  they come 
to life. In an age when desire is inculcated even in those who have 
nothing to buy, the metropolis  becomes the place where the superfluity 
of objects is  converted into a value in and of itself (Mbembe 2004: 
405).
 This age, this Zeitgeist, is not Western European modern times. 
Johannesburg may have started as a mimicry of European capital cities, 
but it has become a mimesis and produced an aura of its own (see 
Mbembe 2004: 376). Zeitgeist is a German concept that developed from 
Georg Hegel’s phrase “der Geist seiner Zeit” or “the Spirit of [Its] 
Time” (Magee 2011), but the age that Mbembe was talking about was 
the postcolony, the ‘time of entanglement’: “a series [of] an interlocking of 
presents, pasts, and futures … made up of disturbances, a bundle of 
unforeseen events … [a] time [that] is not irreversible” (Mbembe 2001: 
16), where existence mix with experience, and subjectivity is  temporality; 
but also Subjects — both the researcher and the researched — are 
bound together by a postcolonial Zeitgeist, the practices, as well as the 
signs, figures, superstitions, images, and imagination that are driven by 
this spirit are bundled by an aesthetic that is inspired by superfluity: the 
excess of wealth and the dreams about it, as well as the absence of 
superfluous people — urban poor, mostly migrants — and the urge to 
keep them at bay. 
 In Borobudur, similar practices, signs, figures, superstitions, 
images and imaginations have occurred, which might not be too 
surprising if we accept that people here too experience and exist in a 
postcolonial age. Hastily I add, the practices, signs and so on of 
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Borobudur are of course not the same as Johannesburg’s. Furthermore, 
the timescapes are also not the same, although mimesis has been going 
on here too for quite a while. In the next chapter I discuss further the 
practices, signs, figures, superstitions, images and imaginations, but also 
the mimesis involved in the heritage of Borobudur that played out in a 
‘time of entanglement’ and in the form of physical and cultural 
displacement of people who have been living and working here. The 
issue and effect of this displacement is discussed in Chapter 3. Here I 
just want to conclude that an explicit focus on temporality helps to 
understand what is going on between people who live and work in 
Borobudur and their physical environment within the process of heritage. 
These interactions have developed into relationships between people 
who live and work in Borobudur and the monument of Borobudur 
(Ahimsaputra 2003) and, I argue, these relationships are shaped through 
experiences of heritage that are situated within postcolonial spacetimes.
Heritage and Experience
“There are [as] many ways to experience Borobudur and paths to 
enlightenment, as there are many ways to destroy this experience, if 
current course of events are not mindfully considering the wholesome 
value of the temple.” Writing for the Indonesian national English 
newspaper, The Jakarta Post, edition 20 February 2003, Marco 
Kusumawijaya — architect, activist, former consultant of the World Bank 
in urban development of Indonesia, who run for the position of Governor 
of Jakarta in 2002 — stated the problematics of experiencing the 
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heritage of Borobudur in a nutshell. He differentiates experiences of 
Borobudur in general and experiences of the Borobudur path to 
enlightenment, then focuses on the latter. Then he writes: 
The galleries  and the top of Borobudur offer physical experience that is 
analogical to spiritual journey and enlightenment that can be felt 
without understanding Buddhist symbols  or texts  … But to experience 
that, one need to hurry, as things  may become worse soon. A feeling of 
seclusion and mindfulness along the galleries cannot be possible with 
brooms, buckets and litter next to Buddha statues, and an enlightening 
‘right view’ of reality from the top is  difficult to have when huge traffic 
flow is  distracting along the northern side, and hotels  spring up along 
the mountain slopes (Kusumawijaya 2003). 
	 Kusumawijaya speaks about the experience of the pilgrim and 
highlights the intersubjectivity that is enabled by a clever architecture of 
space. The subjects are, no question about it, the pilgrim and the 
architect. For Kusumawijaya it is also beyond doubt that the architect is 
Gunadharma. He is convinced that 
Gunadharma created a system of space that, when a pilgrim is reading 
the panels, he is  facilitated to concentrate rightly, or samyak samadhi, 
and to experience the physical analogy of pradaksina, the Budhist’s 
concept of mindful, phased understanding and exercise that leads  to 
enlightenment. Pradaksina is more that just a ritual procession. It is 
analogical to the “path” that one has  to take to achieve Buddhahood. 
One ancient text of Buddhism is  called Lamp on the Path, which is the 
basis  of Tibetan Buddhism for more than one millennium. It was written 
by the venerable Atisha in the the eleventh century after studying under 
Serlingpa in the vicinity of Borobudur (Kusumawijaya 2003).
	 Here, the experience of space transcends the limits of time, if the 
pilgrim is deeply absorbed in the circumambulatory walk of pradaksina. 
Having to physically turn left and right every several minutes  reminds us 
to be fully conscious of our being in the “now” of time and space, a 
concept known as  samyak smriti in Buddhism. An analogy of 
experiencing imperfection and temptation is given by the obscure 
openings  at the middle of each of the four sides  of the temple. These 
are also where the steps  to go up (or to go down, if you wish)  are 
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located to reach the next levels. It is  after the exhaustive movements 
around and up the galleries, totaling 5 kilometers  horizontal distance 
plus  26 meters  vertical one, a  pilgrim is offered an analogical 
experience of enlightenment at the temple’s  top. Here one finds  a 
complete quietness  in an open space among the 72 Buddha’s, feeling 
freed from the confining galleries, and at the same time having an 
expansive “right view”, or samyak drishti, of the reality of Kedu Plain 
with all its  contents in its  wholeness as seen from above, surrounded 
by the mountains  that might or might not symbolise the borders of an 
imagined Mandala (Kusumawijaya 2003).
 Kusumawijaya’s story about the experience of the pilgrim is 
situated within a timeless spacetime of an analyst. He talks about the 
practice of pradaksina as if Gunadharma is still guiding the pilgrims, 
which is possible if Borobudur’s architecture of space — Kusumawijaya’s 
conceptualised interpretation of the building and its environment — is a 
temporal fabric or at least a part of it. In a recent discussion about the 
“1000 mysteries” of Borobudur, however, a  local Buddhist monk 
explained that this is not so, for the restorations have deformed the 
temple and, more importantly, the concept of the three spheres that a 
pilgrim has to attain ascendingly — kamadhatu, rupadhatu, arupadhatu 
— is not perfectly embodied by the stone structure. To the monk most 
interesting about Borobudur are the stories of Buddha, carved in stone 
panels so that people can revisit them from time to time, if they can 
remember the stories that are represented here. In other words, 
Borobudur is a reminder about the time of the Buddha, not a temporal 
fabric of people who have been using the temple over centuries of time.
 Furthermore, Kusumawijaya’s call “to be fully conscious of our 
being in the ‘now’ of time and space” in order to gain a ‘true’ experience 
of Borobudur, not one that is ‘destroyed’ by the “brooms, buckets and 
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litter next to Buddha statues” and “distracting traffic flow along the 
northern side, and hotels [that] spring up along the mountain slopes,” is 
difficult to follow. Given the history of the temple, more plausible seems 
to experience, in postcolonial Borobudur, 
the present as experience of time [as] precisely that moment where 
different forms  of absence become mixed together: absence of those 
presences  that are no longer so and that one remembers  (the past), 
and absence of those others that are yet to come and are anticipated 
(the future) (Mbembe 2001: 16).
 Do people who live and work in Borobudur remember or imagine 
the time of the Buddha, or do they remember how others have imagined 
the time of the Buddha to be? If the latter is more likely to be the case, 
then perhaps Kusumawijaya’s imagination in his call to remember may 
drive the people to anticipate a future absence of meaning in Borobudur. 
This anticipation was played out from 2005 to 2009 — with the guidance 
of Kusumawijaya but, to be sure, not directly in response to his 
newspaper article — in the form of the ‘Borobudur Green Map Project’. I 
will discuss this project and similar others in a separate chapter, but 
suffice it to say here that there was involved much hope and anger 
related to the uneven development of tourism in the region of Borobudur 
and not so much the felt loss of an essentialised past of an ingenious 
spiritual architecture.
 Very recently, Philipp Schorch wrote in the International Journal of 
Heritage Studies: “Heritage … is not an inherited essence but an 
experienced process; a process in which our emotions and feelings are 
enmeshed with our thoughts” (2014: 22). This kind of experience lies at 
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the heart of the existential anthropology of Michael Jackson, which I 
discuss here to pave the grounds for understanding timescapes as 
actualisations of temporalities other than modernity. In particular, I focus 
on relationships between subjects that may help to understand both 
ideation of heritage in Borobudur and the instantiation of the ideas about 
the heritage of Borobudur in everyday life in Borobudur, arguing that 
heritage is a historical process of making — constructing, deconstructing 
and reconstructing, which involves both mimicry and mimesis — 
timescapes.
	 Jackson (2013) explains existential anthropology as the outcome 
of an ethnographic understanding concerned with intersubjective being in 
lifeworlds other than those of the researcher, where he or she 
glimpse oneself as one be or might have been under other circum-
stances, and come to the realisation that knowledge and identity are 
emergent properties of the unstable relationship between self and 
other, here and there, now and then, and not fixed and final truths that 
one has been privileged to possess by the virtue of living in one 
particular society at one particular moment in history (11).
In other words, the researcher is exploring “subtle negotiations and 
alterations of subjective experience as we interact with one 
another” (Jackson 2013: 5). These experiences are not unique, let alone 
exotic. They are “experiences which ethnographers have in common with 
the people they study” (Jackson 1989: x). Emphasised is “the 
participatory side of fieldwork, the reflective dimension in theorising, and 
the dialectic between the knowledge [the researcher] construct[s] of 
others and the knowledge they construct of themselves and of [the 
researcher]” (Jackson 1989: x).
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 Existential anthropology provides a platform for researchers to 
“adopt a universalistic standpoint without implying special claims for the 
‘truth’ of one’s view or the status of oneself” (Jackson 1989: ix). It is 
against dehumanising visualism (Fabian 1983: 108), where existence is 
unique and consciousness is spatialised, so that “[the] knower and [the] 
known are located at several removes from one another and regarded as 
essentially unlike, the one an impartial spectator, the other subject to his 
gaze” (Jackson 1989: 6).
	 A common feature of existence is the struggle for being, which is 
better understood as  the continual, if frequently unreflective, quest for 
some sense of balance between being an actor and being acted upon 
— negotiation a ‘fair’ trade-off between the need to decide our own 
lives  and the need to come to terms with the forces  against which we 
cannot prevail (Jackson 2005: 183).
To this statement about understanding existing must be added that “[t]he 
existential is there before it is constructed as cultural, social, religious, 
historical, or political” (Csordas 2014: 214). In other words, identifying the 
existence of something as essentially cultural, social, religious, historical, 
or political  is not helping to understand its presence.
 Jackson’s notion of existence is particularly interesting for the 
study of heritage because it implies that intersubjectivity “may be used of 
relations between persons and things, since things are often imagined to 
be social actors, with minds of their own, and persons are often treated 
as though they were mere things (Jackson 2013: 5). Thus, coming back 
to Kusumawijaya’s ‘experience’ of Borobudur, it is not necessary to 
actualise a virtual dialogue with the architect of the temple to understand 
27
its existence — but, of course, it is also not forbidden. Rhetoric devices, 
however, are not substitutes for accounts of presence, and, again, a 
“visualist bias has the effect of distancing the subject from the object, of 
seeing them as discontinuous entities” (Jackson 1989: 6). A sterile 
Borobudur, void of sound and smell, and forbidden to touch, only there to 
be gazed upon, is not conducive to reach an understanding of its being 
in lifeworlds, which are “constellation[s] of both ideas and passion, moral 
norms and ethical dilemmas, the tried and true as well as the 
unprecedented, [social] field[s] charged with vitality and animated by 
struggle” (Jackson 2013: 7).
 These lifeworlds are full of events and some mark struggles for 
being. There are diagnostic events, “the kind of event … that reveals 
ongoing contests and conflicts and competitions and the efforts to 
prevent, suppress, or repress these” (Moore 1987: 730), where “even the 
least temporally stretched-out episodes … can be indicators of process 
at many levels” (Moore 1987: 735). Furthermore, 
[t]he juxtaposition in events  of competing and contrary ideas, and of 
actions having contradictory consequences, is  the circumstance that 
requires inspection and analysis. It is  through the contiguity of 
contraries  that ongoing struggles to control persons, things, and 
meanings  often can be detected. Those struggle to construct others 
and the actions  that undo them may be the principle subject matter of 
ethnography as current history” (Moore 1987: 735).
Returning once more to Kusumawijaya’s Borobudur experience, had he 
not realised the contradiction between the spiritual and the ‘dirty’ 
Borobudur he may not have been thinking about the temple’s presence 
within its heritage.
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 It is in diagnostic events that the ideas behind the instantiation of 
heritage become observable. Instantiation is “the production of an 
instance of behaviour conditioned by an ideational system within a given 
material context” (Read 1989 as quoted in Fischer 2008: 5). It is a way to 
know when to apply certain ideas, or more formally, 
instantiating relates to how the substantive domain knowledge can 
interact with or inhibit applications  of knowledge from other domains, 
when to shift approaches  to applications, how to create favourable 
circumstances  for the desired results  or how to proceed when 
information is missing (Fischer 2005: 736). 
	 Thus, when officials of the body in charge of the preservation of 
Candi Borobudur monitor decay, clean the stone panels, and chase away 
visitors that sit on the stupas, they are doing their job. When they are 
formulating parameters of decay, procedures of cleaning, and placing 
signs in front of the stupas that forbid visitors to sit on them, however, 
they are instantiating heritage based on a system of ideas that they have 
learned from predecessors and experts.
 The ideation of Borobudur as heritage is questioned when ashes 
from Mount Merapi rain on the monument, when experts claim that using 
chemicals to clean stone surface harms the integrity of the monument, 
and when activists protest against prohibition of certain activities — not 
necessarily littering, but the gathering of large crowds that do produce 
litter. It is different than the questioning of the authority of preservation 
officials, such as for instance, when people who live and work in 
Borobudur want to have a stake in the cleaning — and the monetary 
budget of the cleaning — of Merapi ashes. When the ideation of heritage 
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is questioned in Borobudur, the existence of the candi, in the sense of the 
intersubjective relations between people and between people and the 
temple, is at stake.
 Which brings me back to the idea of Borobudur as a social being. 
At the beginning of this chapter, I mentioned Chris Gosden’s idea of 
monuments as social beings in time. Stating that “[a]ll life operates 
through recursiveness” he explained that “the use of the past changes all 
the time, but also has a certain consistency to it, due to the nature of 
habitual, unthought action” (Gosden 1994: 188). Similar to Jackson, 
Gosden emphasises the actualisation of reality through relationships 
between people and things, although Jackson bases his conception of 
reality on radical empiricism (James 1912; see also Jackson 1989: 3) 
whereas Gosden uses realism (Bhaskar 1989; see also Gosden 1994: 
11); both are trying to understand human conditions in order to answer 
the question about what it means to be human, but where anthropologist 
Jackson walks paths into lifeworlds archaeologist Gosden retraces social 
ontologies through artefacts and sedimentation.
 In Jackson’s lifeworlds, habits are key to understand things. 
In exactly the same way as  tools  and material possessions  come to 
embody something of ourselves  as a  result of the work we put into 
making and using them, so public buildings, familiar streets, 
neighbourhoods, parks  and squares become invested with the vitality 
and experiences  of we who dwell and work in them. This objective 
world not only becomes endowed with, and animated by, our 
subjectivity; it becomes the primary source of the images and tropes 
whereby we identify and think about ourselves. At the same time, we 
come to feel that we incorporate and depend on the existence of the 
people and places  with which we habitually interact. What befalls  these 
things, befalls us (Jackson 2005: 17).
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Here, Jackson is talking about contemporary beings. 
 Gosden, however, goes further. He states that social relationships 
between people and things stretch over longue durées, so that 
the world we come to know and understand is  the world we work and 
engage with … This  is  definitely not a socially constructivist view of the 
world in which we create an image of reality deriving from our social 
and cultural conditions  of life and also not an objectivist view in which 
the nature and structure of reality will impose itself upon, or reveal itself 
to, any suitably trained and disinterested observer (Gosden 2008: 
2003).
	 To understand these relationships, he follows social ontology, a 
particular theory of reality, 
which holds  that human life unfolds through an equal input from 
materials  and from people … [p]eople and materials bring out the 
characteristics of each other in particular cultural contexts, so that we 
need to think about both the manifold characteristics  of people, and of 
things, as  well as the manners in which they might relate through webs 
of connection (Gosden 2008: 2003).
 Coming back to experience of heritage in Borobudur, at the 
beginning of this chapter I mentioned that various streams of heritage — 
that is various processes of making heritage — came together in 2003, 
not in one but many related events, ranging from protest rallies to 
international conferences, from incidents of mugging visitors that led to 
the establishment of a ‘neighborhood watch’ to participatory community 
development fieldwork that paved the way for the establishment of a 
‘cultural worker’ cooperative; a new chapter in the history of the heritage 
of Borobudur seems to have begun, containing a large assortment of, in 
many cases contradicting, discourses. It is easy to get lost in the 
dynamics and, not necessarily with full consciousness, to take side with 
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one version. Yet, with Jackson’s notion of existence and Gosden’s 
understanding of social ontology, I argue that certain experiences stand 
out in the process of the heritage of Borobudur, because they have 
produced things that are directly — not indirectly through tourism — 
linked to the presence of Candi Borobudur. 
 These things are what I call Borobudur Timescapes. They help to 
define the landscape of Borobudur for people who live and work in 
Borobudur and their visitors. They also define the relationships between 
Candi Borobudur and people who live and work in Borobudur as well as 
their visitors, but within a particular spacetime — not the globalised 
spacetime of modernity. To understand the process of heritage in 
Borobudur, I argue, it is important to go beyond the modernity of heritage 
discourse and consider the existence of this spacetime by experiencing 
its timescapes.
Towards Borobudur Timescapes
In 2003, in between the debates about the ‘nature’ of Borobudur, a 
leader of Naqshbandi Sufis, Syakh Mawlana Hisham Kabbani, visited the 
candi and explained that it is a centre of wisdom. The stupas on the 
concentric upper platforms, according to him, are devices that aid 
meditation, and the main stupa has a direct link towards the source and 
centre of knowledge, which is God. The highest balustrades, which 
border the upper terraces from the lower parts of the monument, are 
devices to prevent evil from coming into the centre of wisdom. The Sufi 
spoke about Buddhists as knowledge seekers, as gnostics that strive to 
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attain ma’rifah (gnosis), claiming that their source of their knowledge is 
the same as the centre of wisdom for Muslims. His ideation about the 
presence of Candi Borobudur is similar to those of many people who live 
and work in Borobudur, who liken the candi to a guru, a respected 
teacher, that reminds them about wisdom.
 Wisdom is the goal of pilgrimming to and restoring Candi 
Borobudur. In a festschrift for A. J. Bernet Kempers, Soekmono — the 
first Indonesian student of Bernet Kempers who graduated as an 
archaeologist; the first Indonesian head of the Indonesian archaeological 
service; and also the first head of the Borobudur restoration project that 
produced many of the officers of the heritage conservation agency — 
wrote about the wisdom of Candi Borobudur:
Striving from corridor to corridor from level to level at Borobudur 
produces  a  unique sense of satisfaction once the visitor has reached 
the highest level, where he seemingly becomes  one with the vastness 
of the universe. Catching his  breath and enjoying the cool wind the 
visitor will be able to reflect on the education of the mind and the 
training of the body that he has just passed … The ‘torture’ … that has 
to be endured by every visitor of Candi Borobudur has of course a 
fundamental reason and has  been deliberately installed by the creators 
of the monument. The point is  that there is  a  hidden hikmah, which has 
to be searched and found by the brave visitor who is  able to endure the 
‘torture’ (Soekmono, 1986: 197).
	 Hikmah is wisdom in Arabic and was absorbed into Indonesian. In 
the general dictionary of Bahasa Indonesia, hikmah has three meanings, 
namely wisdom from Allah, sacred (sakti), and deep meaning (makna 
yang dalam). I will come back to the first meaning in a while. For 
Soekmono, the hikmah of restoring Candi Borobudur from 1973  to 1983 
is the reproduction of people who have the drive and the ability to 
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facilitate the search for the hikmah of the candi by conserving its 
existence as close as possible to its original presence.
After so many centuries of being inactive Borobudur emerged as  a 
modern training centre to continue to its  former function with a new 
cloth. Since 1971 the internationally supported Borobudur Restoration 
Project enrolled energetic young people and assign them to follow a 
three years’ training course, especially set up at Borobudur to meet the 
urgent need for qualified technician in the conservation and restoration 
of monuments. The 4th and last enrollment took place in 1974, so that 
when actual restoration work had to be started by dismantling the 
terraces, the new generation of fully qualified technicians  came to the 
fore. These young technicians  were not only appointed leaders  of the 
different teams but had to train their younger colleagues  as  well, and 
within a  few years  they practically took over the responsibility to bring 
the undertaking to a successful end (Soekmono 1986: 209; english by 
me).
 In Islamic intellectual history, “hikmah, in some sense, contains all 
knowledge within human reach” (Yaman 2011: 1). In early Sufi texts, 
“hikmah emerges as an elusive term that can be defined in English as 
‘wisdom,’ ‘sagacity,’ ‘rationale,’ ‘underlying reason,’ ‘knowledge,’ or 
‘mystic aphorism,’ depending on the context (Yaman 2011: 104). In early 
Islamic philosophical literature, “hikmah is a combination of knowledge 
and action” (Yaman 2011: 271). To relate Soekmono’s hikmah to 
Kabbani’s ma’rifah and to my own journey towards understanding the 
presence of Candi Borobudur in the noughties, I use hikmah in the 
context of the philosophy of Mulla Sadra.
 Ṣadr ad-Dīn Muḥammad Shīrāzī, or Mulla Sadra, was an Iranian 
Shia Islamic philosopher. I do not subscribe to the Shia denomination of 
Islam and refer to only the philosophical ideas of Mulla Sadra. As such, I 
do not follow his path towards hikmah, but discuss two of his ideas, 
namely existence as reality (wujud) and substantial motion (al-harakat al-
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jawhariyyah), and the relation of the two with his concept of time. In other 
words, I adopt thoughts from Mulla Sadra’s philosophy to work out an 
ontology of Candi Borobudur in the heritage of Borobudur.
Sadra defines  wujud, which can be translated as both existence and 
being depending on the context in which it is  used, as  the principal 
reality by which everything exists. As opposed to the views  of the 
Illuminationists and the theologians, he defends  the primacy or 
principality of being (asalat al-wujud) against quiddity (mahiyyah), and 
defines  it as the source of all existence and intelligibility. In contrast to 
the mental representation of being (mafhum al-wujud) which is abstract, 
conceptual, and static, the reality of being (haqiqat al-wujud) does  not 
lend itself to mental analysis (i’tibar ‘aqli) except as  a second order 
concept. But once formulated as an abstract concept, wujud no longer 
remains as a reality in concreto which defies all conceptualization.
It is  within the context of this  dynamic picture of being that Sadra 
introduces the most central concept of his  natural philosophy, viz., 
substantial motion (al-harakat al-jawhariyyah). The doctrine of 
substantial motion is  based on the premise that everything in the order 
of nature, including celestial spheres, undergoes  substantial change 
and transformation as a result of the self-flow (fayd) and penetration of 
being (sarayan al-wujud)  which gives  every concrete individual entity its 
share of being. In contrast to Aristotle and Ibn Sina who had accepted 
change only in four categories, i.e., quantity (kamm), quality (kayf), 
position (wad’) and place (‘ayn), Sadra  defines  change as  an all-
pervasive reality running through the entire cosmos including the 
category of substance (jawhar) (Kalin 2010; see also Rahman 1976).
 Applied to Borobudur, we say that the candi exists. That is 
primary. It is not a question of identity. Rose is a rose but is not a rose if 
the first rose is the name of a woman. “The realisation of the matter 
depends on form, and it can never be void of it” (al-Asfar, vol. 3, p. 
177-178, as quoted in Shirawani 2010, n. 7). Candi Borobudur is. That is 
the state of mind I encountered when I asked people who live and work 
in Borobudur what they think Borobudur is. The building, the monument, 
the neat pile of rocks … simply is. Peddlers, kiosk owners, pedicab 
drivers, but also officers of the two managing agencies of the National 
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Park of Borobudur, they seem to accept that Candi Borobudur simply 
exists.
 The presence of Candi Borobudur, however, generates a myriad of 
stories. Its being is changing. Built in phases over decades, gradually 
changing into a ruin, then gradually restored, Candi Borobudur also 
undergoes changes to become a stupa, a mandala, a sacred mountain, 
a monument of past civilisation, a national symbol, and an international 
site of World Heritage. Each form has its own time: construction time, 
ruin time (Hetzler 1988), restoration time, and conservation time (including 
the twenty-year monitoring period after 1983). Here, Sadra’s concept of 
time — one of the fluid and transient aspects of the dimensions of 
material beings, so that every material being is temporal and has a time 
dimension — comes close to Bergson’s discussion of durèe. “The 
universe endures. The more we study the nature of time, the more we 
shall comprehend that duration means invention, the creation of forms, 
the continual elaboration of the absolutely new” (Bergson 1944: 14). “If 
not exaggerated, some of the expressions of Bergson are so similar with 
remarks of Mulla Sadra and it seems that they have been quoted from 
Mulla Sadra’s Al-Asfar” (Shateri and Adrakani 2011: 1155).
	 I argue that the heritage spacetime of Borobudur involves mental 
mapping from object to event spacetime. As mentioned before, Stocker 
(2014) argued that object spacetime is not equivalent to event spacetime. 
I want to go further and argue that it is precisely the act of mental 
mapping, from object to event, that is important in heritage, and for 
people who live and work in Borobudur this mapping is driven by the 
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search for hikmah and involves the creation of new forms of monuments. 
I also argue that this mapping is cultural, in the sense that the domains 
are constructed socially but the mapping occurs individually, and it is 
therefore important to understand the context and the setting of the 
instantiation of the domain of heritage and the creation of new forms of 
monuments.
	 In the next two chapters, I aim to show how in the context of the 
ideation of Candi Borobudur as heritage space and time is created, and 
how in the setting of the instantiation of the ideas new forms of heritage 
are created. In Chapters 4 and 5, I aim to show in more detail the 
creation of one particular spacetime and how it is linked to the being of 
the candi as a monument. In the following chapter, I discuss how this 
spacetime was reproduced in several timescapes and consider the 
temporalisation of Borobudur beings. 
 In the conclusion, I discuss how a deep understanding of this kind 
of spacetimes helps to shed light on the lifeworlds and the social 
relationships that matter to people who live and work with heritage in 
Southeast Asia. I claim that it is rewarding to Southeast Asian Southeast 
Asianists to investigate heritage timescapes in the course of answering 
the call to “construct representations which are faithful to lived realities 
and meanings in the region and which can also challenge oppressive 




Candi Borobudur is a national symbol and a World Heritage SIte. It is also 
a tourist destination and a laboratory for developing preservation 
techniques. Furthermore, it is a workplace, an arena of contestations, 
and a centre for religious activities. There are obviously many ways of 
valuing its presence and Daoed Joesoef, Minister of Education and 
Culture of the New Order government during the last phase of the 
physical restoration of Borobudur, discussed eight types of values, from 
scientific to religious, and from economic to historical (Joesoef 2004). 
Running through the variety of values and valuations is the production of 
knowledge, both knowledge about the importance of Candi Borobudur 
and knowledge about what counts as importance within the presence of 
Candi Borobudur, or in other words ontologies and epistemologies about 
the heritage of Borobudur.
	 In this chapter, I emphasise contexts that are important in the 
knowledge production about heritage of Borobudur. The first is the 
stewardship of World Heritage Sites by Unesco. Here, heritage is seen as 
an open-ended process that moves people towards a humanity which 
upholds diversity and a culture of peace. Candi Borobudur is cherished 
here as a beacon of this culture. The second is the governance of 
antiquity by governments in Indonesia. Here, heritage is seen as a 
resource by the Dutch colonial administration, the Government of 
Indonesia, but also by the Provincial Government of Central Java and the 
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Regency of Magelang. Evidently, valuation differs across these context. 
Yet, it is also evident that within both context the presence of Candi 
Borobudur is animated, at times expanding and at other times reducing 
the heritage of Borobudur. Lastly, I discuss the development of heritage 
that enlarged the heritage of Borobudur to include the Kedu plateau.
 In the noughties, the heritage of Borobudur expanded, starting 
with attaching the idea of cultural landscape to the presence of Candi 
Borobudur. In this expansion of Candi Borobudur, the heritage, 
particularly the universalistic and nationalistic heritage, scientists and 
scientific articles about the heritage of Borobudur are part of a ‘game’ 
and not distanced observers and their notes. The expansion is a process 
of ideation, almost like inflating a balloon of ‘hot’ ideas, and the point of 
the ‘game’ is to make it as large as possible with the hope that it can fly 
higher.
	 I too have been involved in the game of heritage in Borobudur, first 
by way of working with an NGO for the Unesco Office Jakarta and the 
Directorate General of Culture, later by working with local activists. Some 
of them have asked to use science to put on paper or video-tape their 
thoughts and actions. Therefore, by first explaining the game of heritage 
in Borobudur I hope that my biases become clear and understandable. 
 Ultimately, however, the aim of this chapter is to argue that the 
contexts of the heritage in Borobudur are about how the ideation of 
heritage produces space and time for heritage action — preservation, 




In the morning of July 4, 2003, Koichiro Matsuura—then Director General 
of Unesco—presented the keynote speech of the Fourth Meeting of 
International Experts on Borobudur, the final evaluation of the condition of 
the monument in the twenty-year monitoring period. After acknowledging 
that he had had earlier discussions with the Governor of Central Java, he 
challenged the epistemic community:
Your meeting should formulate a broad vision and framework for action 
for the conservation and management of the site, seen within its  wider 
historical and cultural context, in such a  way that tourism can benefit 
the local community (Matsuura 2003: 29).
	 For two centuries the heritage has been revolving around the 
temple; it was the candi that provided meaning for the environment and 
not the other way around (see Miksic 1990). Questions about the 
relationship between the candi and its environment should thus have 
become a platform for a broad range of research. However, Matsuura 
seemed to have had in mind action towards the upholding of a particular 
kind of relationship between the elements of the Borobudur environment.
The site’s  significance, as you know, has  grown as a  result of research 
over the past 15 years  in the area of Borobudur. This research has 
revealed a pattern within the historical cultural landscape which 
previously was not sufficiently understood. In short, it now appears  that 
Borobudur, which is itself built in the form of a  sacred mandala or 
cosmic diagram, is the central point of a larger landscape mandala 
consisting of hills, streams and other landscape features, sacralized by 
many small temples. The whole landscape is  intended to replicate on 
Earth the universal mandala of the cosmos, with Mt. Merapi at its 
centre. This  new interpretation has grown out of recent scholarly 
research into the archaeology of the area (Matsuura 2003: 30).
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	 Having moved the centre of attention from Candi Borobudur to 
Mount Merapi, he then claimed:
This  reconceptualisation of the role of the temple of Borobudur has 
implications  for the conservation management of the site, now 
understood as  a World Heritage monument within a cultural landscape. 
This  should be the guiding concept behind the development of the site 
and its  surrounding environment into the 21st century (Matsuura 2003: 
30).
	 Related to the meeting, two field surveys were conducted. One 
was led by a member of a local community, a tour guide who was also a 
vocal activist, and brought the Borobudur experts on an excursion into 
the fields and villages that surround Candi Borobudur. He was not invited 
to the meeting, nevertheless managed to force his way into the meeting 
together with several other members of local communities, so it is safe to 
say that he was not regarded as an expert by the organising committee. 
Why then was he chosen to lead the field-trip? I argue that the 
mentioning of cultural landscape and the twenty-first century is telling, for 
Unesco was working in the early noughties to enlarge the World Heritage 
Site List by including cultural landscapes and to generate public support 
to meet what it perceived to be the twenty-first century challenges to 
heritage.
	 In 2003, Unesco published an assessment of the inclusion of thirty 
cultural landscapes from 1982 to 2002 and the potential of 100 others. 
Twelve recommendations were made, including:
Partnership with local communities is  axiomatic, and with other bodies 
essential. … The potential of working with executive agencies  at 
regional level for the protection of cultural landscapes  should be fully 
developed (see Fowler 2003: 9).
41
 Following these recommendations, it is understandable why a 
member of a local community in Borobudur was asked to lead one of the 
experts’ working groups, once he and two other members of the 
community made loudly clear that they are interested in the future 
conservation of Borobudur’s heritage. It is also understandable why the 
Director General chose to discuss directly with the Governor of Central 
Java the future of the cultural landscape of Borobudur, for the central 
government of Indonesia, represented by the Minister of Culture and 
Tourism in matters pertaining to the heritage of Borobudur, does not 
directly overlook the region of Borobudur. Furthermore, a close reading of 
the assessment also renders Matsuura’s decision to speak about cultural 
landscapes at the meeting in the context of Unesco’s cultural politics. 
Projecting the agenda of including more cultural landscapes into the 
World Heritage Sites List on the global plane, the author of the 
assessment report claimed that: 
World Heritage cultural landscapes  have now begun to define 
themselves  collectively. They are characterised: 1) geographically/
topographically/functionally by mountains, water, farming and inhabited 
settlements; 2) intellectually by historical and/or cultural significance, 
continuity and tradition, religiosity and aesthetics (Fowler 2003: 50).
 Linking the tangible and the intangible aspects of a cultural 
landscape is difficult. In the region around Candi Borobudur, within a 
radius of five kilometres around it, thirty sites have been found — nearly 
all of them are Hindu, and only Borobudur, Pawon, Mendut and Ngawen 
are Buddhist (see Sub Konsorsium Fakultas Sastra dan Filsafat 1976; 
also I.G.N. Anom 2005: 26) — but there is no narrative evidence that 
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links them. There is an oral tradition that links Borobudur, Pawon and 
Mendut. Supposedly there was an ancient walkway that was used for 
processions. However, both “land and aerial surveys have so far 
produced no convincing evidence of this” (I.G.N. Anom 2005: 28). 
Furthermore there are buildings and places that are believed to be 
remnants of Prince Diponegoro, who had a stronghold in the hills of 
Menoreh, the southern border of the region of Borobudur, nearing the 
end of the Java War. In the early noughties, several Kejawen groups 
started to conduct slametan rituals at those sites. There is no narrative, 
however, that reveals Diponegoro’s perception and attitude towards 
Candi Borobudur. Even further, there are villages and hamlets that bear 
names related to bodies of water — Sabrangrowo = across the swamp, 
Kedungumbo = impound water, etc. — and geological research has 
found that indeed there was a prehistoric lake in the region 22,000 years 
ago which turned into a swamp around the time Candi Borobudur was 
being build and used (Murwanto 2011: 2001). In the hamlet of 
Kedungumbo, there are people who link certain landmarks in their 
neighbourhood with the construction of Candi Borobudur. Again, these 
markers bear names that point towards the existence of a body of water. 
However, as agreed by the experts of the 2003 meeting, regarding all of 
these ‘cases’ of the cultural landscape of Borobudur, further research is 
needed to define whether there really is a territory that is culturally 
distinct. As for Matsuura, he seemed to follow the conclusion of Unesco’s 
general assessment of World Heritage cultural landscapes: “merely by 
identifying ‘cultural landscapes’, and in the case of World Heritage ones 
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giving them qualifying ‘values’, we are in practice already bringing 
together the conceptual and the tangible” (Fowler 2003: 58). Thus, the 
identification of the “landscape mandala” of Borobudur provides the basis 
for conducting a teleological analysis of the connections between the 
“hills, streams and other landscape features” that are “sacralised by many 
small temples”: which show that the Borobudur cultural landscape is an 
earthly “representation of the cosmos.” 
	 Why then and what kind of teleology? What was the purpose of 
the cultural landscape idea? Here the mentioning of the twenty-first 
challenges towards heritage is worth investigating, for in 2002, the World 
Heritage Committee celebrated the thirtieth anniversary of the World 
Heritage Convention by pondering the future of the convention in the 
twenty-first century. A book was published in 2007 to share the 
discussion. Matsuura wrote the foreword where he explained:
With the celebration in 2002 of the 30th anniversary of the World 
Heritage Convention, the World Heritage Committee engaged in a 
critical reflection on the results  it has achieved, as  well as on the road 
ahead. Among their conclusions, the Committee members  stressed the 
need to increase public awareness, involvement and support for World 
Heritage as  the Convention entered its fourth decade (Matsuura 2007: 
7).
 In the introduction of the book, the Director of the World Heritage 
Centre explained that winning public1  support is crucial to present the 
convention as “an instrument for the sustainable development of all 
societies through dialogue and mutual understanding” (Bandarin 2007: 
18). 
44
1 In the “user guide” of the book it shows that this public comprises “the general reader 
as well as university students and researchers, heritage conservation specialists and 
policy-makers” (Bandarin 2007: 15).
 The purpose of shifting thinking away from the monument to the 
cultural landscape of Borobudur was thus the promotion of sustainable 
development; and Borobudur had potential to stand out as an example 
of the dialogue and mutual understanding perceived as necessary for 
sustainable development. Addressing the Unesco publication of The 
Restoration of Borobudur, which celebrates the completion of the first 
phase of Borobudur’s restoration, Matsuura said:
The authors  of this  publication have rightly portrayed Candi Borobudur 
not only as  one of Indonesia’s  outstanding architectural treasures, but 
also as  a historic monument bearing religious and cultural significance. 
A Buddhist monument in the country with the world’s  largest Muslim 
population, Borobudur stands  as a  symbol of the cultural and religious 
diversity whose defence lies at the heart of  Unesco’s mission.
In the current era of accelerating globalisation, the international 
community is recognising the importance of promoting cultural diversity 
in all its forms  in order to promote respect for the fundamental values 
making up our cultural identity and to ensure sustainable development 
for all peoples of the world. 
Our work is  far from over. During my visit to Borobudur in 2003, I 
opened the Fourth International Experts Meeting and expressed 
Unesco’s  full support for the launch of Phase II of the Borobudur 
Restoration Programme, which began that same year and will extend 
over the next two decades. In this  new chapter of Borobudur’s story, 
we must take full advantage of past lessons. More precisely, we must 
extend the scope of our approach to include the safeguarding of not 
only tangible but also intangible heritage. Their combined contribution 
to the protection and promotion of cultural diversity is  vital for 
guaranteeing sustainable development worldwide (Matsuura 2005).
	 Phase II of the Borobudur Restoration Program, however, was 
initiated by Minister for Culture and Tourism, I Gede Ardika in 2000. In an 
informal meeting with the Sacred Bridge Foundation, a Jakarta-based 
cultural organisation that partners with Unesco Office Jakarta in cultural 
affairs, he raised his concerns about the intangible heritage of 
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Borobudur.2  In the opening speech of the Fourth Meeting of International 
Experts on Borobudur he explained what he meant by intangible 
heritage:
It is  fully realised that the impact of the Borobudur Restoration Project 
was  not merely to strengthen and conserve the structural and physical 
condition of the Borobudur Temple itself that was  wishfully expected for 
more than a thousands  years  but also a very important event in 
breeding the techniques  in Indonesian technicians in restoring and 
conserving their historical and archaeological heritage which are now 
spread all over Indonesia. Indeed, the restoration of the Borobudur 
Temple has actually also functioned as a  place where we could share 
each expert’s  experiences ... Hopefully the meeting will be able to 
disseminate internationally our experience in safeguarding a  cultural 
heritage site, to enable other countries  to apply the Indonesian 
experience (I Gede Ardika 2003: 27).
 Here, the intangible heritage of Borobudur is the production of 
knowledgeable persons, Indonesian technicians that restored and 
conserved their historical and archaeological heritage. The cultural 
landscape concept of “mandala landscape” does not help to further 
develop this heritage; it advances Unesco’s own agenda of creating tools 
for sustainable development through heritage tourism. In the Fourth 
Meeting of International Experts on Borobudur, the story of the 
technicians was not mentioned, let alone their views about the spacetime 
in which they conducted the restoration and conservation. Instead, 
speculations about a ninth century spacetime, frozen in ideological and—
as I show in the following section—disciplinary purposes, arose in the 
quest to define the intangible heritage of Borobudur. The epistemological 
rules of the game of heritage did not “allow” the valorisation of the 
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2 I am a member of the organization and attended the meeting. Then it was not really 
clear whether he was talking about the values ‘inscribed’ in the monument or in the 
utilisation of Candi Borobudur as a laboratory and training ground.
technicians experience as an intangible heritage “worthy” of attention in 
the discussion about challenges of the twenty-first century.
 Clearly, in the game of heritage in Borobudur, there is an 
asymmetry of power; and of course the playground is not limited to 
Unesco and the Government of Indonesia. Yet, let us focus on the 
relationship between the two for a while, with the question in mind of how 
the difference in power has developed. This consideration helps us to go 
beyond the game and take on a broader vision. This vision is important, 
for heritage is not just a game, not even just a series of games, because 
as David Harvey, renown geographer but also a founding figure of Critical 
Heritage Studies, has argued, in relation to an increased academic 
interest in heritage — which in turn was related to an increased social 
interest in heritage (Schmitt 2009: 103) — but against the tendency to 
focus on the present: 
[A] deeper understanding of the historically contingent and embedded 
nature of heritage allows us  to go beyond treating heritage simply as  a 
set of problems  to be solved, and enables us  to engage with debates 
about the production of identity, power and authority throughout 
society (Harvey 2001: 2).
 In the next parts of this chapter I discuss the contexts of heritage, 
focusing on histories — not so much genealogies — related to ideations 
of heritage. Running through these histories are ideologies, related to 
nationalism — and universalism — but not necessarily derived from or 
subsumed to nationalism or universalism. As mentioned at the beginning 
of this chapter, the first context is that of the stewardship of Unesco over 
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World Heritage Sites and the second is that of the governance of the 
Government of Indonesia over resources of cultural development.
Heritage as a Process
It is customary to include in the history of Borobudur both the very short 
reference towards a sacred place of Mahayana Buddhists in thirteenth 
century Java and the dreadful images of “the forbidden hill” that is 
contained in Javanese chronicles of the eighteenth century (see I.G.N. 
Anom 2005; Miksic 1990; Soekmono 1990, 1976; Bernet-Kempers 
1976; Krom 1931, 1927, 1923, 1913). A shift in the perception about 
Borobudur seemed to have occurred among Javanese over the period of 
several hundred years, during which Islam became the religion with the 
most followers in the island, replacing Hinduism and Buddhism.
 Some of the sources are questionable, particularly the version of 
Babad Tanah Jawi that is commonly used to reiterate the story of the 
rebel prince that was captured in Borobudur — first by Brandes, later by 
others (see Scheltema 1912) — was rewritten by J.J. Meinsma in the 
nineteenth century. The main problem with these sources, however, is not 
authenticity. It is the fact that they do not elaborate how the images were 
formed, whether there was debate around the shift from a sacred place 
to a terrifying mountain, and how the stories circulated. In other words, 
they are not the type of stuff out of which was reconstructed the heritage 
processes of the St. George tradition in England and the Newgrange 
Neolithic site in Ireland, which resulted in David Harvey’s call for 
historicising heritage (see Harvey 2001). 
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 Recently, Dutch historians investigated the ‘colonial spectacles’ 
that were the international trade shows of the late nineteenth century up 
to 1931 (see Bloembergen 2006), the evolution of the archaeological 
service (see Bloembergen and Eickhoff 2011), and the dynamics related 
to the heritage politics of Borobudur (see Bloembergen and Eickhoff 
2013), to gain a deeper understanding about the relationship between 
people and cultural property. Their research problematised the process of 
‘museumising’ Borobudur that Anderson (1991) positioned as at the 
centre of imagining the Indonesian nation-states’ historicity, arguing that 
the state-centric focus does not shed enough light on the local and 
international dimensions of the process of heritage. Focusing on circuits 
of knowledge production in colonial times, they learned:
For the European people involved, archaeological sites  were markers of 
a new era. They primarily symbolised a  new, moral obligation of the 
colonial state that, when needed, had to respect indigenous 
appropriations  of the sites  and objects  involved: and this  would turn out 
to be an ideal that would stay … [And, for] the Javanese — local 
common people and royal families  — they were first of all part of the 
religious-mythical landscape of Java (Bloembergen and Eickhoff 2013: 
102-3).
To discuss the heritage of Borobudur as a process, I am taking out from 
this historical research the big picture of local and international dynamics 
of heritage. 
 Which brings us back to the heritage game of 2003, where it was 
made clear, again, that the heritage of Borobudur is neither national nor 
regional or more precisely provincial. It is World Heritage and as such 
offers a distinct perspective. Firstly, according to the 1972 World Heritage 
Convention, there is a difference between cultural property and cultural 
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heritage. In simple terms the difference is about the way people relate to 
heritage: in cultural heritage they are part of the equation; in cultural 
property they are not. Ownership comes second to benefits. Secondly, 
there is a cultural ideology, based on a tension regarding the concept of 
culture, which informs heritage practices — both conservation and use 
— through standardisation. This ideology has been evolving within 
Unesco since the 1950s and has entered a new stage in the noughties. 
The cultural ideology of the Government of Indonesia, however, did not 
follow the same trajectory, and perhaps this is one reason why the 
Minister of Culture and Tourism did not promote further Indonesia’s 
achievement of producing local conservation technicians.
 World Heritage has become an important area in the study of 
scholars that have been answering Harvey’s call. In the first conference of 
Critical Heritage Studies, which run under the theme of “Re-theorizing 
Heritage” in Gothenburg, 2012, discussed were more than 400 papers, a 
great deal of which concerning World Heritage (see Smith 2012). In the 
conference and before, there has been a load of criticism about Unesco’s 
World Heritage System — the World Heritage Convention; the World 
Heritage Centre that functions as secretariat; the centre’s advisory bodies 
of ICOMOS, ICCROM and IUCN; as well as the World Heritage 
Committee that comprises 21 ambassadors of member countries — 
seen as the manifestation of the Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD) 
which “privileges old, grand, prestigious, expert approved sites, buildings 
and artefacts that sustain Western narratives of nation, class and 
science” (ACHS 2011; see also Smith 2012 and 2006). 
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 Very recently, however, a two-year ethnographic research at the 
headquarters of Unesco has revealed that “[o]ver the past 4 decades, the 
context for global heritage preservation has changed, and its successes 
and aspirations have led to an increasing scale and complexity of 
operations (Meskell 2013: 484). Furthermore, Meskell reported that the 
World Heritage Convention faces three critical challenges: the disputing 
of expert opinions and decision making, the politicisation of the 
Committee, and a fiscal crisis. These challenges came on top of the 
difficult task to reform the World Heritage System with a fivefold strategy 
that was developed in 2002. The involvement of communities in the 
practice of World Heritage was one direction of the new strategy, besides 
the upholding of credibility, conservation, capacity building and 
communication. 
 It seems that more is at stake with World Heritage than the 
discursive authorisation of certain ideas, including cultural landscape, 
intangible heritage, and sustainable development. Archaeologist Rodney 
Harrison, who coined the term “Critical Heritage Studies”, explained 
recently: 
… when we explore the ways in which [the World Heritage Convention] 
has  been applied practically over the decades since 1972, what 
emerges  is a model of heritage that is subject to constant criticism and 
that has been forced to adapt continually to incorporate a broader 
range of values around heritage (Harrison 2013: 118).
He is not satisfied with the “major outcome of the debates about heritage 
[within] critical heritage studies … over the past three decades [that] has 
been a process of ‘dematerialising’ heritage” (Harrison 2013: 13), where 
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academics have focused on the discourse of heritage, which “not always 
produce an account that adequately theorises the role of material 
‘things’” (Harrison 2013: 112), particularly “the affective qualities of 
heritage ‘things’” (Harrison 2013: 112).
 A German geographer, who has conducted research in Germany 
on Mosques and in Morocco on social space, proposes a cultural 
governance approach, which is “concerned with the social actors, 
mechanisms, conditions and modes of regulation of the social production 
of ‘culture’, i.e. of cultural and artistic forms of experiences, symbols and 
collective sense and meaning” (Schmitt 2009: 104). At the global level, 
according to him, Unesco is an important standard setter in question of 
safeguarding heritage. 
 Fransesco Francioni, Professor of International Law and Human 
Rights and former President of the World Heritage Committee, explains 
how the standard-setting of Unesco affects the conceptualisation of 
heritage. Here, as a social actor that produces culture, Unesco has to be 
seen in the context of “the progressive evolution of international norms, 
from a system protecting cultural ‘property’ to a more ambitious and 
comprehensive system safeguarding ‘cultural heritage’” (Francioni 2007: 
222). The evolution is important, because it shifts efforts from regulating 
the movement of res, here cultural objects, where the regulation is mostly 
in the form of treaties and pacts between states, towards regulating the 
handling of heritage, a concept that is manifested culturally, where the 
handling is an obligation erga omnes of all states, together (see Abi-Saab 
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2007; Yusuf (ed.) 2007 for a more comprehensive discussion). 
Furthermore, 
erga omnes  obligations  become the legal vehicle for the assertion and 
promotion of international community interests  in domestic law not only 
by States, but also by private parties  and by members  of a civil society 
increasingly active in a world dominated by market integration and free 
communication between people (Francioni 2007: 222).
	 According to Francioni, Unesco is aware of the implications of this 
global cultural governance approach. He lists three: 
the question of reconciling the idea of universal value of cultural 
heritage with that of cultural diversity … [the unification] of cultural and 
natural values  … [and] the question of the relationship between this 
concept [of world heritage] and the principle of the ‘common heritage 
of mankind’ (Francioni 2007: 229). 
Unesco according to Francioni has addressed these problems in the 
implementation of the World Heritage Convention, by dynamically 
reinterpreting the idea of heritage, adjusting the operational guidelines 
from time to time, introducing the new category of cultural landscape into 
the World Heritage system, and, again, by putting forward obligations 
erga omnes. It has never overcome the tension between the two 
dimensions of heritage — universal value versus cultural diversity, cultural 
values versus natural values, world heritage versus heritage of humankind 
— theoretically. Unesco does not have a theory of cultural heritage. 
Rather, it overcomes the difficulties by applying an ideology of culture.
 This ideology of culture was also at the centre of a long-standing 
debate, so prominent that it was featured in the Unesco Courier, to 
commemorate the organisation’s sixtieth anniversary, with the headline: 
“Claude Lévi-Strauss: The View From Afar” — a pun towards the critical 
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stance that the renown anthropologist has taken since the 1971. Lévi-
Strauss has helped Unesco to elaborate the idea of using culture to 
uphold peace among nation-states since the early 1950s, thus shortly 
after the establishment of the organisation. He argued, then, quite 
powerfully, that culture, not civilisation as was thought before, is what 
matters in history (see Levi-Strauss 1973/1951). In 1971, he was asked 
to renew the argument and gave a public lecture at the headquarters of 
Unesco in Paris. At this occasion, however, he criticised Unesco for not 
following progress made in the sciences that are closely related to its 
agenda, abusing concepts that are central to its discourse, not realising 
the contradiction that is inherent in its vision, producing ‘feel-good’ 
statements as substitute for reports on progress made or not made, and, 
“finally … emphasised that, to avoid facing reality, the Unesco ideology all 
too readily hid behind contradictory assertions” (see Levi-Strauss 1983: 
xiv-xv). 
The result was  a lively scandal. I submitted the text of my speech forty-
eight hours  ahead of time. The day came; and, without warning me, 
René Maheu, then director general of Unesco, took the floor to speak. 
The purpose of his speech was  not only to exorcise my blasphemies  by 
anticipating them, but also — and above all — to upset the timetable 
and thereby force me to make a few cuts  … I succeeded, nevertheless, 
in reading my entire text and finished it in the time allotted. But, 
afterward, in the corridors, I ran into members of the Unesco staff, who 
were dismayed that I had challenged a catechism that was  for them all 
the more an article of faith because their acceptance of it — achieved 
at the price of laudable efforts  that flew in the face of their local 
traditions  and social milieus — had allowed them to move from modest 
jobs in developing countries  to sanctified positions as  executives in an 
international institution (Levi-Strauss 1983: xv).
 I do not share Levi-Strauss’ criticism towards the ‘career-leaps’ of 
Unesco officials that come from developing countries. I do believe, 
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however, that his point about the ideology is valid. Writes Frederico 
Mayor, then Director General of Unesco, in the foreword to Fernando 
Valderrama’s history of the organisation:  
As we read this  history of Unesco we are struck by the ‘internal logic’ 
of events, a logic that has presided over the creation and development 
of the Organisation, its  growing role in the contemporary world and the 
crises that have accompanied every change, in rhythm with the 
heartbeat — and at times  the convulsions  — of world history itself 
(Mayor 1995: viii).
	 Nevertheless, at the commemoration of the sixtieth anniversary of 
UNESCO in 2005, Levi-Strauss was sitting side-by-side with Director 
General Matsuura. He restated his statement of 1971:
If culture – in the singular and, if need be, with a capital C – is  the 
distinguishing attribute of the human condition, what universal traits 
does it include and how is  its  nature to be defined? But if culture is 
reflected only in prodigiously diverse forms  illustrated, each in its  own 
manner, by the thousands  of societies  that exist or have existed on 
earth, are all these forms  equivalent or are they open to value 
judgements  which, in the affirmative, will inevitably affect the meaning 
of the notion itself? (Levi-Strauss 2007: 6)
As is apparent from its constitution, UNESCO wants to develop a culture of 
peace as the basis of the human condition. This universalistic idealism 
was then transformed into an ideology, which contains a profound 
contradiction.
Lévi-Strauss  felt that UNESCO was  going astray by wanting to reconcile 
two opposed tendencies: civilising progress  leads to growth in 
populations, which encourages cultural exchanges, but the latter // 
lead to the obliteration of cultural diversity, while at the same time 
demographic saturation causes its  inevitable share of intolerance and 
hostility towards peoples that have become rivals. In this  situation, Lévi-
Strauss  came to maintain the right of every culture to remain deaf to 
the values of the Other, or even to contest them. This  amounted to 
replacing the conception – defended by UNESCO – of humans 
spontaneously open to the Other and brought to cooperate with their 
fellow humans, by a conception of humans  naturally inclined to be if not 
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hostile, then at least reserved towards  the Other. (Stoczkowski 2008: 
6-7)
 Given the anthropologists’ presence at Unesco and the profound 
role scientists played in the development of the organisation’s ideology, it 
is understandable that the leaders of Unesco still provided Lévi-Strauss a 
distinguished seat at the commemoration of the organisation’s sixtieth 
anniversary. But, accepting his opposing views is part of another story.
If the ideas that were considered scandalous  in 1971 could receive a 
warm welcome at UNESCO in 2005, it is  because the doctrine of the 
Organisation had changed during the quarter of a century, coming 
closer to the vision of which Claude Lévi-Strauss  had been one of the 
first defenders. The founding project of Unesco planned to deploy 
educational action on a  worldwide scale, with the intention of achieving 
social progress  and constructing a “new human unity”, to use an 
expression commonly used in the book Basic Education, Common 
Ground for all Peoples  (1947): in fact, this programme consisted in 
wanting to impose the same cultural model everywhere, a model 
principally conceived by Westerners. At the end of the 1940s, such a 
unifying movement was  held to be revolutionary, progressive and 
redeeming. In 2005, the perspective of UNESCO had reversed by 
comparison with this initial conception. Unification now had the grim 
name of “globalisation”, and was  seen as  a threat to diversity, which 
was  no longer perceived as  an obstacle to progress, but as  a precious 
heritage to be preserved. Claude Lévi-Strauss had been defending this 
point of view for decades. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, 
he could note that UNESCO had joined him in this  conviction. The 
humanist stance of the anthropologist and the mission of UNESCO have 
found a new resonance. (Stoczkowski 2008: 7-8)
 With these admittedly long quotes I conclude this part on 
Unesco’s stewardship of World Heritage Sites. The organisation was 
formed by scientific ideologies and has kept an open ear to new ones. 
Towards the noughties, the shift of academic paradigms from modernist 
desires to control life to postmodern and postcolonial critic to embrace 
the uncertainties of life has paved the ground for developing a new 
ideology behind heritage; and by celebrating the authority of Levi-Strauss 
56
who has theorised the diversity of human groups and their material 
cultures, Unesco attempted to defend its position in the growing world of 
heritage as the steward of World Heritage vis-á-vis country 
representatives of the World Heritage Committee.
 In the heritage of Borobudur, in 2003, the ideology to stand on 
scientific ground when making assertions about the future of Candi 
Borobudur is evident in the Director General’s keynote speech of the 
international meeting of experts. To refresh our memory, I repeat the 
quotation:
The site’s  significance, as you know, has  grown as a  result of research 
over the past 15 years  in the area of Borobudur. This research has 
revealed a pattern within the historical cultural landscape which 
previously was not sufficiently understood. In short, it now appears  that 
Borobudur, which is itself built in the form of a  sacred mandala or 
cosmic diagram, is the central point of a larger landscape mandala 
consisting of hills, streams and other landscape features, sacralized by 
many small temples. The whole landscape is  intended to replicate on 
Earth the universal mandala of the cosmos, with Mt. Merapi at its 
centre. This  new interpretation has grown out of recent scholarly 
research into the archaeology of the area (Matsuura 2003: 30).
 I found it hard to find documentation of this “research of the past 
fifteen years” and asked officers at the Unesco Office Jakarta, who 
appeared to have no clue as well.3  I also asked archaeologists and 
researchers who have been involved in the study of Borobudur after the 
completion of the restoration project.4 Again there was no evidence of the 
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3 I asked the Culture Programme Specialist, an architect by training, and the staff of the 
programme. I also consulted the Unesco archives.
4 I asked Professor Mundarjito who has written a report on the archaeological survey in 
the area of Borobudur, within a five-kilometer radius from Candi Borobudur. Mundarjito 
is an expert in spatial archaeology. I also asked archaeologist of the Directorate General 
of Culture as well as officers — not all of them are archaeologists, some are experts in 
geographical information systems — of Balai Konservasi Borobudur, the conservation 
body of Borobudur.
landscape mandala. How then did the idea of the mandala cultural 
landscape became so popular in the noughties? That is a question about 
the instantiation of heritage, which I discuss in the next chapter.
Heritage and Cultural Development
In a dissertation defended at the Department of Media and Information; 
Faculty of Media, Society and Culture; Curtin University of Technology, 
Tod Jones (2005) argued that features of cultural policy in Indonesia are 
primarily determined by the changing ways that the state has put culture 
to work in its versions of modern governance. His diachronic study 
shows that:
contemporary cultural policy was first articulated within Western liberal 
democracies  to shape self-governing national citizens, the Dutch 
colonial cultural policy differed in that it assumed indigenous subjects 
had reduced capacities  and focussed on managing ethnic populations 
… Guided Democracy exercised greater state guidance as  part of 
Sukarno’s  mobilisation of the population behind his  political program … 
[and] cultural policy during the New Order era  rejected Sukarno’s 
‘politicisation’ of culture, replaced ‘improvement’ with ‘development’ 
and further strengthened the role of the state in providing cultural 
guidance, a move justified by designating Indonesians  backward by 
modern standards (Jones 2005: viii).
Following his argument, significant discontinuities should be found in the 
heritage of Borobudur, which has been spanning over 200 years, at least, 
since the rediscovery of Candi Borobudur.
 In Borobudur there are policies for conservation and policies for 
tourism, each regulating activities in their respective fields of 
development; both, however, are related to the national development. In 
the interest of the latter, the ideology of balancing cultural and tourism 
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development is linked to the presence of Candi Borobudur, which 
symbolises harmonious co-existence not only between interests but even 
between religions. A nation who can uphold the cultural heritage of Candi 
Borobudur — that is the ability to harmonise different elements of society 
— is a nation that can develop towards greatness (see Joesoef 2004). 
	 This relation between nation and culture is ideological. It is stated 
in Article 32 of the Constitution of the Republic of Indonesia of 1945, 
which reads:
1)  The state shall advance Indonesia's national culture among the 
civilizations  of the world by guaranteeing the freedom of the people to 
maintain and develop cultural values.
2)  The state shall respect and preserve the languages  in the regions  as 
national cultural treasures.
	 Here, nation and culture blend to create national culture, which 
has created questions about other cultures in Indonesia. A Director 
General of Culture interpreted the meaning of the article as follows:
National culture is  the culture that emerges  as  a product of the minds 
of all the Indonesian peoples  [sic.]. Earlier and indigenous cultures as 
represented by the local cultures  all over Indonesia  are a definite part of 
national culture. Cultural endeavours shall be aimed at developing 
civilization, culture and (national)  unity, without denying novel elements 
from foreign cultures  which may develop or enrich national culture as 
such and improve the human dignity of the Indonesian nation 
(Soebadio 1985: 18).
 Given this definition, the heritage of Borobudur — part of the 
earlier and indigenous cultures — must be put into the minds of all 
Indonesian people. That is questionable on the ground, yet ideologically it 
makes sense if there is a policy to ensure that Borobudur is indeed in the 
mind of all Indonesians. Ideally, this policy should encourage the 
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elaboration of ideas about Borobudur and Unesco’s notion about the 
cultural landscape mandala might have worked just fine. Fact is, however, 
that Borobudur has developed conservation technicians that have been 
playing an important role in heritage throughout Indonesia (Soekmono 
1986; I.G.N. Anom 2005: ). Has there been a cultural policy of cultural 
development that guided heritage in Borobudur towards and in the 
noughties?
	 This question demands a clearer understanding of what cultural 
policy means in Indonesia and, given that the heritage of Borobudur has 
been developed since colonial times, it is important to see continuities 
and discontinuities of these policies. Studies of such kind are hard to find 
in Indonesia; the largest is a study about cultural policy in the New Order 
Era, published by PMB LIPI as a 1,404 pages thick report (Tirtosudarmo 
2001). 
 Jones shows continuities and discontinuities where others are 
theorising and highlights the signposts of cultural congresses and public 
intellectuals. His dissertation is entitled “Indonesian Cultural Policy, 
1950-2003: Culture, Institutions, Government” and divides the history of 
cultural policy in Indonesia into four periods: Late Colonial to Japanese 
Occupation (1900-1945) Constitutional Democracy and Guided 
Democracy (1950-1957 and 1957-1965), New Order (1965-1999), and 
Reformasi (1999-2003). Then, he discusses institutions and state 
publications: i.e. cultural parks and arts councils, and documentations of 
local cultures. He concludes:
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the foundation of contemporary cultural policy in Indonesia  [lies] in the 
policies of the colonial administration for indigenous  populations and 
explored the different expressions  of cultural policy through Indonesia’s 
modern history. While significant differences  and changes in the 
features of cultural policy were identified between and across  periods, 
cultural policy retained the same broad governmental function across 
the twentieth century, where it was used to shape the behaviour and 
attributes of subjects  (culture’s  ‘civilising’ function) and to manage the 
relations between populations, in particular relations  amongst 
indigenous  ethnic populations  and between those populations  and the 
nation (Jones 2005: 305; italics by me).
 The ‘civilising’ function was most evidently implemented in the 
late-colonial and the New Order periods. And it is also in these periods 
where heritage came to the forefront of cultural development. In 
Borobudur, the late-colonial period was marked by the first restoration of 
the temple (1907-1911); the New Order period was marked by the 
second restoration (1973-1983). Both restorations were preceded by 
research and documentation on the condition of the monument and its 
surroundings; they were followed by important publications about the 
heritage of Borobudur (Krom 1921; Van Erp 1931; Soekmono 1986). 
These publications linked the complex technology of the building, and its 
restoration, with the spiritual value of its presence.
 In the Reformasi period, ethnic identity politics and decentralisat-
ion of cultural development challenged the ‘civilising’ function of culture in 
the name of regional autonomy. The case of Borobudur, however, was 
unique for three reasons: first, Candi Borobudur was managed by a 
national agency, the Balai Konservasi Borobudur; second, it was placed 
within a national park, run by a state-owned enterprise; and third, it was a 
World Heritage Site, with the stewardship of Unesco, who up to the 
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noughties interacted exclusively with national governments, based on its 
own convention. 
	 This unique position has a history that goes back to the late-
colonial period. This is the history of cultural development ideology, which 
can be traced through the trajectory of cultural congresses in Indonesia.5
 The first cultural congress was held in 1918, following the 
adaptation of a liberal stance towards governance by the colonial state of 
Netherlands-Indies and requests by Javanese intellectuals, who were 
connected to high-ranking officers of the administration through interest 
in antiquities and a theosophical society (see Supardi 2013: 15-39), 
particularly Dirk van Hinloopen Labberton and Prince Prangwardono, 
who later became Mangkunegoro VII. Hinloopen Labberton, who was 
teaching Javanese and Malay in Batavia wanted a congress concerning 
the future of the Javanese language. Prangwardono wanted the congress 
to deliberate about Javanese culture. The language congress proposal 
was already accepted by the colonial administration, which had formed a 
committee comprising: Dr. Hoesein Djajadiningrat, son of the regent of 
Serang, studied law at the Leiden University; Dr. F.D.K. Bosch, head of 
the Oudheidkundige Dienst; Dr. Bertram Johannes Otto Schrieke, 
professor of ethnology and history, who later became a minister in the 
Netherlands; and Dr. Godard Arend Johannes Hazeu, advisor for internal 
and Arab affairs (regeringscommissaris voor inlandsche en Arabische 
Zaken). During the turn towards the cultural congress, Prangwardono 
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5 I base my discussion largely on Nunus Supardi (2013) Bianglala Budaya: Rekam Jejak 
95 Tahun Kongres Kebudayaan, 1918-2013.
was aided by Dr. Radjiman Wediodiningrat, an intellectual from the 
Surakarta court, and proponent of the Wederopbouw (revitalisation) 
movement. The first cultural congress was attended by more than 1,200 
participants (Haasse 2006: 188), led by Raden Sastrowidjono, who 
stated in his opening speech: “… the time has come to awaken society 
that an integrated nation needs an historical and traditional platform, 
besides political and economical development” (Erkelens 2001: 2; english 
by me). The congress decided, among others, that an institute with the 
task of researching culture should be created.
	 This institute was established months before the second cultural 
congress in 1919. It was the Java-Instituut, based in Surakarta, founded 
by Prangwardono, Hoessein Djajadiningrat, Sastrowidjono, and Bosch. 
Interestingly, it was Hoessein Djajadiningrat, a Sundanese, who became 
the first chairman. He also chaired the second cultural congress, where 
Bosch expressed his view on the importance of restoring and preserving 
built heritage, particularly monuments, for the sake of future generations. 
This view became a leitmotif of heritage in Indonesia (Direktorat Jenderal 
Kebudayaan 1987: 3; Joesoef 2004).
 In the cultural congress of 1991 — the thirteenth of all, sixth of all 
post-independence cultural congresses, and first under the New Order 
— heritage was discussed, with the following result: “conservation of 
activities as well as cultural and historical artefacts has to be conducted 
… based on rules and regulations related to objects of heritage” (Supardi 
2013: 134; english by me). In 1992, the state adopted a new law about 
heritage objects to replace the 1931 Monumenten Ordonantie. This 
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tendency — of using cultural congresses as platform for debates towards 
producing new laws — was continued in the Reformasi period, was 
pushed further still in the cultural congress of 2008  and formalised with 
the establishment of the Badan Pekerja Kongres  Kebudayaan Indonesia 
(Working Committee of the Cultural Congress of Indonesia) in 2009. In 
2010, the state replaced Law Nr. 5, Year 1992 on Heritage Objects with 
Law Nr. 11, Year 2010 on Heritage, which encompassed intangible 
heritage and clearer division of power between government levels.
 In the cultural congress of 2013, intentions to speed up the 
making of a law on culture were discussed, but up to now it has not 
materialised. Nevertheless, the congress deliberated on heritage and 
concluded that cultural heritage is the basis of cultural development and 
the growth of civilisations, thus coming back to the theme of culture, 
nation and civilisation of the first cultural congress, the Congres voor 
Javaansche Cultuur Ontwikkeling of 1918. Coming back to Jones’ thesis 
on cultural policy in Indonesia, it seems that not much has changed over 
the past 95 years in terms of cultural development ideology. However, 
Jones’ conclusion must be qualified, because cultural policy was not only 
used to shape the behaviour and attributes of subjects. It was also used 
to shape budgets, even though not as large as one would imagine given 
the importance of cultural development ideological.
 In a national seminar on cultural development in 1987, organised 
by the Faculty of Arts of Universitas Indonesia, Minister for Education and 
Culture, Fuad Hassan, a psychologist by training, presented notes on the 
issues of the conceptualisation and the strategy of cultural development, 
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following Sapardi Djoko Darmono, Vice Dean of the faculty, who pre-
sented notes on the cultural congresses of 1948, 1951, and 1954. 
Hassan explained that the development of national culture is ideologically 
subsumed to national development, meaning that cultural development is 
the state’s way to elaborate nationhood, not just statehood, by paying 
more attention towards the development of personhood in educational 
activities. However, based on the conviction that cultural development 
should be started realistically from ‘status praesens’, implying that culture 
had been treated like a patient, he said:
it is  necessary to select cultural symptoms that can be in a concrete 
way prioritised within a  gradual development plan. Therefore, I tend to 
prioritise the development of the Indonesian language and literature, 
the preservation and protection of historical and archaeological 
artefacts … as well as the advancement of the arts. … However, I say 
this  with discomfort, because if we look at the budget of the 
Department of Education and Culture of the past ten years, the 
Directorate General of Culture received an average of 7.5% (routine) 
and 6.4% (development)  [of the total national budget] … Obviously this 
reality does  not reflect the prioritisation that I have mentioned previously 
(Hassan 1987: 43-4; english by me).
 This statement was discussed by Soeboer Boedhisantoso, 
anthropologist and Director of History and Traditional Values. 
Emphasising the importance of the development of personhood and the 
reality of the small budget of cultural development, he said: “I did not 
realise it, eventhough [I saw that] the Director General struggled to make 
the best out of the condition for quite some time …” (see Muhadjir 1987: 
102). The Director General he was referring to was Haryati Soebadio, 
who interpreted Article 32 of the Constitutional Law of the Republic of 
Indonesia of 1945 to state, as I have mentioned earlier, that “cultural 
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endeavours shall be aimed at developing civilisation, culture and (national) 
unity” — a huge task indeed. Edi Sedyawati, the last Director General of 
Culture of the New Order, concluded: “Since culture’s position as a 
development sector is quite weak at the moment, to face the future it 
needs a firm cultural policy” (Sedyawati 2007: 346). However, such a 
policy does not seem to have happened in the noughties.
 In 2011, when the Directorat General of Culture returned to the 
Ministry of Education and Culture, the ministry’s budget was already 20% 
of the national budget. A large part of directorat general’s budget, 
however, was allocated to activities that were conducted still under the 
Ministry of Tourism and Creative Economy. In 2012, the directorat 
general’s budget was IDR 400 Billion (± SGD 43 Million), increased to IDR 
2 Trillion in 2013  (but only 0.6% of the ministry’s budget), and decreased 
to IDR 1.18 Trillion (0.3%) in 2014. Out of the IDR 1.18 Trillion in 2014, 
around IDR 490 Billion was allocated to activities related to heritage; yet, 
in April 2014, the Director General of Culture, Kacung Marijan, following 
up a visit by President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono in January 2014, 
announced that the archaeological site of Trowulan will be developed into 
the Majapahit National Strategic Zone and that a IDR 500 Billion portion 
of the directorat general’s budget has been made available. It seems that 
the relation between policies and ideologies is one thing in Indonesia’s 
cultural development; the relation between policies and budgets is 
another.6  The observation that “cultural policies in Indonesia are sets of 
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come up with an additional budget of around USD 15 million in the course of the 
restoration of the candi, while the Ministry of Education and Culture in suffered from lack 
of funding (see Soekmono, n.d.)
governmental techniques and technologies focused on managing 
populations and shaping individuals’ attributes and behaviour” (Jones 
2005: 10) must therefore be qualified with the statement that, as such, 
these policies are weak tools.
 I argue that what matters more in the context of heritage in 
Borobudur are moods in the authorised heritage discourse. In the past, 
the Kongres  Kebudayaan, captured most of these temporary state of 
minds — temporary in the sense that are food for thought in ideological 
debates, but not precise enough to by systematised and transformed 
into action plans, or budgets. In the period of the New Order, these 
moods were concentrated in the Directorat General of Culture. In the 
noughties, however, these moods were scattered elsewhere. Academics 
and activists attended heritage courses, seminars, and workshops 
abroad; books and other types of publications were much more 
accessible; information about best practices — and critiques — were 
readily available on the Internet, not least, on the websites of Unesco and 
the World Heritage Centre.
Conclusion
Throughout this chapter I aimed to show how the ideation of heritage 
produces space and time for heritage action within changing conditions. I 
started the discussion with a description of the cultural landscape 
heritage game in Borobudur. I showed that this game is not simply about 
solving problems. Following the International Experts Meeting of 2003, 
which did not set in motion research and studies to justify the idea of the 
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mandala cultural landscape, another reactionary mission was conducted 
in 2006. This mission evaluated the management and the spatial planning 
of the National Park of Borobudur and its environment, followed by 
related research and study projects.
 These projects create the space and the time to develop ideas 
about the heritage of Borobudur that suit the mood of the authorised 
heritage discourse on the ground — that is in seminars, workshops, and 
other serious discussions. They do so, because they have the funding 
needed to bring together academics, heritage practitioners and activists, 
government officials, and people who live and work in Borobudur, to 
conceptualise the heritage of Borobudur, only to be presented in another 
round of seminars, workshops and so on.
	 I was participating in several of these discussions in the noughties. 
I remember when an anthropologist from Universitas Andalas of Padang, 
who previously has studied neither Borobudur nor heritage, but 
happened to be available and was asked to join a research team hired by 
the Directorat General of Culture, presented findings about the 
management and spatial planning of the National Park of Borobudur. The 
presentation comprised widely known facts and a weak argument about 
the importance of a governing body that integrates the multiple interests 
of the stakeholders of the heritage of Borobudur and oversees a territory 
wider than the park. He was scolded by an academic from the University 
of Gadjah Mada for not performing up to par to the status of the World 
Heritage Site of Borobudur. Nevertheless, the discussion continued to 
elaborate the reality of the governing body as if it had already 
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materialised. What mattered was merely the reference, the hype about 
the governing body, and a feasibility study project about the governing 
body was in the pipeline.
 Furthermore, I also showed that the authorised heritage discourse 
of Unesco is marked by fundamental tensions. Yet, it is from these 
tensions that the organisation and its stakeholders get the energy to 
formulate and reformulate, year after year, discursive formations of 
heritage, and manage non-discursive formations such as the institutions, 
the conferences, and the listing — and de-listing — processes of 
heritage.
	 In Borobudur, Unesco brought with it in the International Expert 
Meeting of 2003 the discursive formation of sustainable development, 
packaged in the notion of cultural landscape. Supposedly, the formulation 
of the cultural landscape should involve people who live and work in 
Borobudur as one the main stakeholders, as subjects. However, in the 
reactionary mission of 2006, the same people became objects of the 
proposed spatial planning and governing body, still within the discursive 
formation of sustainable development, but now packaged in the notion of 
cultural tourism.
 Lastly, I showed that moods in the AHD of the state, not policies, 
altered the course of heritage in Borobudur. When Soekmono presented 
the young conservation technicians as the hikmah of the restoration 
project, the mood of the AHD of the state was favourable to the 
reproduction of Indonesia’s heritage in the form of a knowledgeable 
younger generation, whose members could compete — or at least work 
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together smoothly — with international counterparts. Thirty years later, 
when Minister Gede Ardika brought up the issue again, the mood had 
changed. The state was more interested in the production of concepts 
that reflect local conditions on the one hand, but on the other hand make 
significant contributions towards the international discourse about 
heritage.
 The context of the heritage of Borobudur in the noughties was 
marked by projects — both projects on the ground and projects in the 
mind — that created time and space for the conceptual elaboration of 
heritage, by making available funding. This ideation of heritage wearied 
people who live and work in Borobudur. “Bosan diteliti, ditanya. Bosan 
seminar dan workshop. Hasilnya begitu-begitu juga (I’m tired of being 
researched, queried. Tired of seminars and workshops. In the end the 
results are always the same),” a souvenir peddler told me once, when I 
asked why he was sitting in front of the seminar room when he was 
actually asked to participate. When the seminar ended, and 
compensations for their time was paid out to the participants outside of 
the seminar room, the peddler was the first to collect his payment, since 




There are many ways to describe the setting of heritage. Since 2003, 
however, after the International Expert Meeting, and following the keynote 
speech of Unesco Director General Koichiro Matsuura, there were 
attempts to conceptualise setting of the World Heritage of Borobudur as 
a cultural landscape. The World Heritage Committee defines the interplay 
between humans and their natural environment as the fundamental 
characteristic of cultural landscapes (see Mitchell, Rössler, and Tricaud 
2009). In this definition is implied that the humans in question are a group 
of inhabitants of a particular area of land, which has altered the 
landscape or has upheld the initial alteration over a very long period of 
time. Due to the length of the interaction, the alteration has to be 
understood in cultural terms, and these terms should also be used to 
define the identities of the group and the area.
 Borobudur is a monument, a village, and a district (kecamatan) in 
Central Java. The monument was established in the eight century AD. 
The village’s origin is not known and it is accepted by most students of 
Borobudur that the area was vacated by the eleventh century. It is 
unknown what happened afterwards in the following 300 years, but a 
settlement of Mahayana Buddhists by the name of Budur was mentioned 
in a fourteenth century Javanese chronicle. The main occupation of the 
villagers was not explained. Neither was the relationship between the 
villagers and their natural environment.
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 The district was established in the 1960s and comprises twenty 
villages — that of Borobudur included — and hundreds of hamlets 
(dusun). Some of the names hint towards the existence of an ancient 
body of water that dominated the landscape of the area of Borobudur, 
such as Bumi Segoro (land of water) and Sabrangrowo (across the 
swamp). Recent geological research has proved that there was a lake 
around 12,000 BC that continued to shrink and, around the time of the 
construction of Candi Borobudur, changed into a swamp. Today, the 
swamp has vanished. Remains of it can be found deep in the ground; at 
places, such as in the village of Candirejo,  around three kilometres to the 
southwest of the monument, fourteen meters below the surface.
	 Unesco realised that the idea of cultural landscape would not work 
in the historical environment of Borobudur. The ideology of sustainable 
development of heritage, however, had another set of problems that was 
applicable.
	 In February 2006, a WHC/ICOMOS joint mission was carried out 
to the Borobudur Temple Compounds World Heritage site, at the request 
of the World Heritage Committee (Decision 29 COM 7B.53). The mission 
assessed the state of conservation of the World Heritage property. 
Special attention was paid to issues relating to the overall heritage and 
local tourism management. The report points out that 
the extent of the vendor stalls around the car park and site entry 
forecourt remains as  the most significant issue. The current, visually 
chaotic situation is not compatible with the visitor’s  expectation of a 
world class heritage site as it detracts  significantly from the experience 
and is  cause for frustration for visitors  and local community alike. This 
problem is  related to the question of the sustainable development of 
the area surrounding Borobudur, and to the fact that there is  little 
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attempt to develop tourism in the area of Borobudur and use the 
Temple as  a platform to bring benefits  to the wider context (Boccardi, 
Brooks, Gurung 2006: 10).
	 In the previous chapter I asked why did the idea of the mandala 
cultural landscape became so popular in the noughties. One answer is 
that, because spatial planning became a platform for developing the 
heritage of Borobudur. In this setting, academics played an important 
role. But, these were not the archaeologists of the restoration project.
It cannot be denied that the construction of a  new, wider Borobudur 
landscape was  partly influenced by the academics  who carry out 
research, teach field schools, and encourage community 
empowerment in the Borobudur area. Most of them work closely with 
and build good relationships with the local people. It was  through the 
academics  that the notion of the original Borobudur cultural landscape 
was  introduced. In fact, most prominent leaders  within the local 
community who actively engaged in the construction of the new 
Borobudur cultural landscape were generally closely associated with 
the academics. It was from academics that the local people learned 
about the Mandala concept, the cosmology of interrelations  between 
the Borobudur monuments  and the surrounding mountains  and hills, 
the existence of an extinct lake around Borobudur, and even a basic 
knowledge of Cultural Resource Management (CRM). What they 
learned from the academics  played a vital role in triggering their 
understanding of the wider cultural landscape. It also created a kind of 
new outward looking mind-set in which they framed their activities 
(Tanudirdjo 2013: 74; italics by me).
 In this chapter I discuss a study by one of these ‘new’ academics. 
I also discuss research on the most recent spatial planning and the 
management of stakeholders. My aim is to show that there is no ‘original’ 
and ‘new’ cultural landscape in Borobudur. Rather, the cultural landscape 
of Borobudur, like so many others, has a history that is marked by 
continuities and discontinuities. I argue that in the noughties the setting of 
the heritage of Borobudur has become an arena of contestation, where 
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spatial images of the heritage and hierarchies of stakeholders are 
manifested in spatial planning.
Settlements, Roads and Growth Centres
In 2006, a few months after the UNESCO-ICOMOS Joint Mission, an 
interesting thesis on space around Candi Borobudur was defended at the 
Urban and Rural Planning Study Programme of the University of Gadjah 
Mada in Yogyakarta. The thesis was submitted by Winarni, an officer of 
the Directorat General of Culture, and was entitled “Spatial Dynamics of 
the World Cultural Heritage of Borobudur” (Kajian Perubahan Ruang 
Kawasan World Cultural Heritage Candi Borobudur). Her method was 
interesting, because she used maps from 1860 to 2006 to capture 
changes in land use within a circle with a radius of five kilometres from 
the monument. This was the first time a diachronic study about the space 
around Candi Borobudur was published. The thesis became a platform 
for debate about the spatial arrangement of Borobudur’s heritage in the 
noughties (see Tanudirdjo 2013).
 Winarni was trained as an archaeologist at the University of 
Gadjah Mada before she entered the postgraduate school of the 
university. She was reminded by one of the senior faculty members of the 
study programme to use the distribution of archaeological sites within the 
five kilometre area as a starting point.1 She mentions the existence of the 
archaeological data that was gathered in a survey within the same area in 
1933. Furthermore, one of Indonesia’s leading archaeologist, Mundarjito, 
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has published a study on the spatial archaeology of southern Central 
Java in 2002, which is an elaboration of his dissertation on ecological 
considerations in the placement of of Hindu-Buddhist sites in the 
province of Yogyakarta (see Mundarjito 2002). However, Winarni opted 
not to dwell on the archaeological body of knowledge.
 One of the reasons must have been her interest in current issues 
of spatial planning. As the title implies, she identified the area of the World 
Cultural Heritage of Candi Borobudur, a phenomenon that came into 
being in 1992. Consequently, she worked ahistorically, imposing a spatial 
arrangement that did not exist from 1860 to 1991, and used an imaginary 
boundary of the region (kawasan) of the World Cultural Heritage as the 
geographical limit of her research. Therefore the thesis is not suited to 
understand the spatial history (White 2010) of Borobudur. Nevertheless, it 
provides an insight into the setting of the heritage of Borobudur by 
emphasising elements of the planning of the territory. The thesis 
describes changes in land use, uses and produces maps, and comments 
on the zoning of the World Cultural Heritage of Borobudur. In other 
words, in the language of Henri Levebre (1974), Winarni’s thesis 
describes spatial practice, representations of space, and representational 
space. Winarni does not discuss the gist of the social production of 
space. She does not elaborate theoretically the movement of the main 
units of her analysis, namely land use, road networks, and growth 
centres. Rather, she periodises change in the area of Borobudur into five 
stretches of spacetime, namely 1860-1906, 1907-1972, 1973-1983, 
1984-1991, and 1992-2006. This periodisation is interesting material for 
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the study of the heritage of Borobudur, because it follows the official 
history of the heritage that usually omits people who live and work in Bo-
robudur. How then does she manage to include them in her big picture?
 In the thesis, people are brought into the space of the World 
Cultural Heritage of Borobudur implicitly. Winarni mentions an 
anthropological study that was conducted by an officer of the Balai 
Konservasi in 2003, under the supervision of an anthropology professor 
of the University of Gadjah Mada who became a consultant for the 
cultural resource management of Borobudur in the noughties. The study 
ranked the villages around Candi Borobudur based on the involvement of 
their inhabitants in the tourism of Borobudur: the category of ‘first rank 
villages’ comprises only the village of Borobudur, the ‘second rank 
villages’ comprise Wanurejo and Wringinputih, whereas the ‘third rank 
villages’ comprise Majaksingi, Tuksongo, Tegal Arum, and Candirejo. 
Interestingly, an increase of inhabitants directly engaged with the tourism 
— souvenir peddlers, photographers, and so on — was recorded in the 
‘third rank villages’ (see Taufik 2003).
(Map 1: Tourism Map of the Borobudur Region, PT Taman 2010)
76
 From 1860 to 1906, in Winarni’s analysis, based on the 
topographical map of the Kedu residency of 1860 (Topographische Kaart 
der Residentie Kadoe N. 24”, Schaal 1:100.000, 1 Januari 1860) by W.C. 
Von Schier Brand, villages appeared to stand alone, with paddy fields in 
between, oriented towards water ways. There were roads — connecting 
Yogyakarta and Magelang, Palbapang and Borobudur, Muntilan and 
Borobudur, Mungkid and Borobudur, as well as Salaman and Borobudur 
— but between the villages only paths existed.
Map 2: Settlements and Roads of the Borobudur Region in 1860 (Winarni 
2006: 74)
 In the period between 1907 to 1972, Winarni argues — based on 
interpreting maps of 1906, 1922, 1934 and 1944 as well as interviews — 
that static growth marked the movement of villages, paddy fields and 
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gardens. Some villages experienced growth in the sense of the 
establishment of new hamlets (dusun), which implies an increase of 
inhabitants. The road network also did not change much, except for the 
betterment of pavement in the case of the paths between the villages. 
Interestingly, however, Winarni mentions three markets as growth centres 
of the region of Borobudur, namely the markets of Kenayan, 
Brongsongan, and Kiringan.
Map 3: Settlements and Roads of the Borobudur Region in 1979 (Winarni 
2006: 95)
 This map actually represents movement in the region of 
Borobudur up to 1979, thus already taking into account impacts of the 
1973-1983 restoration project. The new hamlets were attached to 
villages around the project’s working area.
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	 This working area was one of the main spatial changes in the 
period of 1973-1983. Inhabitants of Ngrajan, the hamlet next to Candi 
Borobudur, had to move. Inhabitants of Ngaran, the hamlet to the east of 
the monument, had to make room for a new parking space and the 
development of a restaurant in 1972. Winarni does not state explicitly her 
sources, but in her analysis she mentions the masterplans of the national 
archaeological park of Borobudur, which contain maps. She argues that 
spatial changes occurred in this period in terms of the zoning of the 
national park, the movement of the capital of the Regency of Magelang to 
the town of Mungkid in 1982, and the reorientation of the main road 
network to support the new capital as a growth centre in the region of 
Borobudur.
Map 4	: Changes of Land use Around Candi Borobudur in 1979-1983 
(Winarni 2006: 104)
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	 In the period of 1984 to 1991, that is towards reaching the status 
of World Cultural Heritage Site, Winarni sees the emergence of urban 
activities. These include:
the development of markets, shops, a  bus terminal, housing to replace 
homes of the inhabitants that had to make room for the national park, 
and new roads. The changes were concentrated in the areas  north and 
east of Candi Borobudur, and comprised changes  from rural livelihoods 
to tourism industry, including hotels, homestays, hostels, restaurants 
and art galleries (Winarni 2006: 97, english by me).
These changes were predicted by the masterplans of the national park, 
but Winarni bases her analysis on a map created by the Indonesian 
Coordinating Body of Land and Sea Surveying, BAKORSURTANAL, in 
1994. She argues that the size of hamlets increased, while the size of 
paddy fields and gardens decreased. 
Map 5: Settlements and Roads of the Borobudur Region in 1995 (Winarni 
2006: 110)
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	 In the period of 1992 to 2006, the trends of the intensification of 
settlements, the loss of paddy fields and gardens, the development of 
growth centres and road networks, according to Winarni, continued. New
Map 6: Overlay of Settlements in the Region of Borobudur, 1860-2006 
(Winarni 2006: 119).
settlements emerged in 2003, in the hills to the south of Borobudur, near 
a luxury hotel; around the national park; and in the town of Mungkid. In 
2006, settlements in the hamlets to the east of the national park 
intensified significantly. The local road network became denser in 2003, 
with many of the roads being paved with asphalt. Winarni argues that the 
main growth centres of the region of Borobudur were concentrated in the 
area to the east and north of the national park in 2006.
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 In general, Winarni’s thesis shows that spatial change did occur in 
the region of Borobudur from 1860 to 2006. Within almost 150 years, 
settlements, roads, and growth centres developed in relation to modern 
rather than traditional land use. Further research is needed to uncover 
spatio-temporal patterns and reconstruct the spatial history of 
Borobudur. Winarni does not mention, for instance the impact of the land 
reform introduced by Raffles in the early nineteenth century. Although she 
uses material from a study on the cultivation system of the nineteenth 
century to define villages of Borobudur, she does not discuss the impact 
on this system on the land use in the region. Nevertheless, she shows 
that the cultural landscape of Borobudur has changed dramatically 
compared to the imagined ‘mandala landscape’ of UNESCO.
 More importantly, Winarni’s thesis also shows that spatial planning 
is an important element of the heritage of Borobudur. Of course, the use 
of maps at the core of her methodology is telling. But, there are 
discussions about land use, urban planning, regional planning, transport 
planning, environmental planning, and community planning. The 
discussions are anything but thorough, at times implying the kind of 
spatial planning that is being discussed. The conclusions are at times 
teleological, leading to ideologies that mark the heritage discourse of 
UNESCO as well as Indonesian academics and activists that were 
exposed to critical heritage studies. Nevertheless, what comes out most 
strongly from this thesis is the importance of spatial planning in the 
heritage of Borobudur.
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Spatial Planning in Borobudur
In 2003, a plan of the provincial government of Central Java to build a 
souvenir centre to the west of the national park and relocate the bus 
terminal, the parking space, and the souvenir peddler was contested by 
groupings of people who live and work in Borobudur, activists, 
academics, and artists. The protests incorporated a variety of claims, 
ranging from the name of the souvenir centre to the nature of the “west” 
in the realm of Candi Borobudur. The “west” is supposedly sacred and 
should be free from commercial activities.
	 Whether this spatial orientation is historically correct is of course 
debatable. Yet, it is in interesting that twenty years earlier, in response to 
the plan of building the national park of Borobudur, people who lived and 
worked in the east of Candi Borobudur actually claimed that the area to 
the west, which at that time was not used for housing, should be used 
for the park. Some of the people who protested in 1983 were among the 
protesters of 2003.
	 It is possible that they forgot what they said twenty years earlier. 
But, that would have not mattered. The point of the protests in 2003 as 
well as in 1983 was land use. More precisely, the struggles were about 
the power of controlling land use. In both events, people involved in the 
struggle made whatever claims that would win them more controlling 
power. What was different about the struggle in 2003  compared to the 
struggle of 1983 was that the people who live and work in Borobudur 
had a louder voice.
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 This voice was loud enough in 2003 to make way for the people to 
become involved in the spatial planning of the heritage of Borobudur. In 
the late noughties, following the protests of 2003  and Unesco’s urge in 
2006 to develop the cultural landscape of Borobudur, the state launched 
the planning of Kawasan Strategis  Nasional Warisan Budaya Dunia 
Borobudur, a national strategic region of World Cultural Heritage under 
Law Nr. 26 of 2007 on Spatial Planning (Tata Ruang). The planers aimed 
to replace the 1979 masterplan study of JICA, the Japan International 
Cooperation Agency, which was one of the ground for Presidential 
Decree Nr. 1 of 1992. The ultimate goal was to renew the presidential 
decree, which until the time of writing this dissertation in 2014, has not 
been reached.
 Students of Borobudur usually focus on the ‘JICA Masterplan’ as 
the first spatial plan of the heritage of Borobudur. Actually, the first spatial 
plan that positioned the heritage of Borobudur within a wider frame was 
the outcomes of a Unesco mission in 1970. The mission was led by 
Christopher Tunnard and J.C. Pollaco, an officer of the Malta 
Government Tourism Board. Tunnard was known as the ‘Yale Transport 
Connection’ (De Angelis 1991) and once wrote that “tourism without a 
transportation plan can spell disaster” (Tunnard 1973: 96), but he was 
also a consultant of Unesco (see Sekler 1977), perhaps due to his 
previous interest in arts and humanities (see Tunnard 1955). Never-
theless, “[w]ith regard to Candi Borobudur, they suggested that an area 
of 200 metres around the monument should be kept completely free from 
any kind of building activity” (Anom 2005: 60).
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	 This was a far cry from a masterplan, but it must be kept in mind 
that the 1970 mission aimed to prepare Indonesia for the development of 
cultural tourism in Central Java and Bali (see Tunnard and Pollaco 1971). 
A central theme of the mission report is the development of 
transportation, which includes a road network. Thus, the road 
development that Winarni linked to the conservation project of Candi 
Borobudur might have been an implementation of recommendations in 
the tourism development plan. 
 Furthermore, the ‘JICA Masterplan’ also made use of research 
conducted by Bondan Hermanislamet, the faculty member of Winarni’s 
alma mater that reminded her about the importance of the distribution 
pattern of the archaeological remains in the region of Borobudur. In 1974 
he led a survey in the context of spatial planning for the Ministry of Public 
Works. In the report, he emphasised the importance of further study into 
the traditional land use in Borobudur, which he predicted to be altered 
once the restoration of Candi Borobudur would be completed (see 
Hermanislamet, n.d.).
 Even the planers of the ‘JICA Masterplan’ acknowledged that 
more studies are needed to conduct comprehensive spatial planning. 
Their report was actually entitled “Master Plan Study” and was of course 
not an official spatial plan of the state. The official plan was incorporated 
in Presidential Decree Nr. 1 of 1992 that organised the management of 
the tourism parks of Candi Borobudur and Candi Prambanan, and the 
control of the neighbouring regions. It divided the region of Borobudur 
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into three zones. In comparison, the ‘JICA Masterplan’ used five zones to 
manage the space around the archaeological park of Borobudur.
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	 Despite the clear difference in terms of nomenclature and depth2, 
both plans were essentially spatial plans and were similar in terms of 
organising activities in the first three zones around Candi Borobudur. Both 
grappled with the tension between conserving and using the monument, 
which is most evident in the arrangement of Zone 1.
 The presidential decree states that Zone 1 is an archaeological 
(kepurbakalaan) area that is designated for the protection and the 
conservation of the physical environment of the candi. It has an area of 
more or less 44.8  hectares and the form of a circle, with the candi as the 
centre (Article 4). The ‘JICA Masterplan’ states more or less the same:  
“This zones is established to protect the physical environment of the 
archaeological monuments. The zone covers  an area with existing 
monuments of great historical value that is  to be designated as  a 
protected area. Its  land is  to be nationalized, and the monuments and 
their surroundings are to be permanently protected” (as  quoted in 
Anom 2005: 210).
	 The presidential decree, however, goes further by stating that:
[The state-owned] PT Taman Wisata Candi Borobudur dan Prambanan 
also conducts  the utilisation as  well as the maintenance of order and 
cleanliness  in Zone 1 and its candi as an object and attraction of 
tourism based on the technical guidelines of the Directorat General of 
Culture of the Department of Education and Culture as  the institution 
that controls, manages, and is responsible for candis  in accordance to 
existing rules and regulations (Article 8).
	 The corporation, in short PT Taman, has an even greater role in 
Zone 2 as the presidential decree states that:
The management of Zone 2 is  solely in the hands of the state-owned 
company PT Taman Wisata Candi Borobudur dan Prambanan 
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2 The archaeological park master plan study comprised hundreds of pages, technical 
drawings, and maps. The tourism master plan consisted of seven pages, including two 
maps.
(Persero)  but has to comply to the existing rules  and regulations, 
including those related to the regional taxes.
	 Zone 2 was designated in the presidential decree towards the 
development of a tourism park that will host activities of tourism, 
research, culture, and conservation of the environment around the candi 
(Article 5). How a newly established state-owned tourism operator would 
supervise research, cultural, and conservation activities is not explained in 
the decree.
 The arrangement for Zone 2 in the ‘JICA Masterplan’ is not that 
clear either.
This  zone offers  the provision of park facilities  for the convenience of 
visitors  and preservation of the historical environment. This will 
incorporate the area  centering on the Borobudur Temple, one of 
Indonesia’s  most representative historical monuments, be[ing] provided 
with various  facilities  to accommodate the growing number of visitors, 
and function as  a park. Its  land will be gradually nationalized, its 
environment will be improved and facilities  will be built for maintenance 
and park control (as quoted in Anom 2005: 210).
 In both plans, Zone 2 plays the dual role as a buffer zone for the 
monument and as a recreational park. Both plans assume that the 
environment around the candi is returned to its “original” state, after the 
restoration project turned settlements, paddy fields and gardens, and 
open space into working areas with bulldozers and other heavy 
equipment.
 This promised to become a problem, since it was not known how 
the original environment of Candi Borobudur looked like. It is only known 
that in the nineteenth century, when it was rediscovered by Raffles’ men, 
the candi was overgrown by vegetation. 
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	 The problem of creating an atmosphere of authenticity is more 
obvious in the arrangement for Zone 3. According to the presidential 
decree:
Zone 3  is  designated for the limited development of housing, farming, a 
greenbelt, or other facilities  that are provided to ensure the harmony 
and balance of the area in Zone 1 in general, and to uphold the 
preservation of the candi and the function of the tourism park in 
particular. The spatial planning, designation and development of Zone 3 
is  conducted by related regional governments  based on existing rules 
and regulations  and with the advice of the minister responsible for the 
development of tourism (Article 6).
The ‘JICA Masterplan’ states: 
This  zone allows  for regulation of land use around the parks and 
preservation of the environment by controlling development in areas 
surrounding them. It consists  of the area  around the park zone in which 
there is a concentration of existing monuments. Its  purpose is  to 
introduce a system of land use regulation involving some restriction of 
regional development and partial freezing of the present state of land 
use, as  well as  of taking measures for environmental preservation over 
a wider area  as  means  of passing on the present desirable environment 
to future generations (as quoted in Anom 2005: 210).
	 The master plan study of JICA had no binding power. It was a 
step further than a policy paper in the policy making process, yet still a 
proposal. It is taken for granted that the presidential decree binds people 
who live and work in Borobudur, as well as the visitors of the candi. That 
is not the case. The last article of the decree states that: 
The regulations  required to implement this  Presidential Decree are 
formulated by the minister responsible for the development of tourism, 
and take into consideration the advice of other ministers  whose 
function and duty is  related to the management of the tourism park and 
the environmental control of the region around the candi (Article 13).
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	 In 1992, the minister responsible for the development of tourism 
was General Soesilo Soedarman, who was succeeded by Joop Ave in 
1993; both were Minister of Tourism, Post, and Telecommunications. And 
both did issue neither a ministerial decree nor a ministerial regulation to 
implement Presidential Decree Nr. 1 of 1992. A grey area in terms of 
spatial planing was maintained in the heritage of Borobudur.
	 In 2007, officers of the Balai Konservasi conducted a study to 
evaluate the zoning of Borobudur. They concluded that:
At the level of implementation, the zoning confuses  both managers  and 
people who live and work in Borobudur: should they use the 
presidential decree or the ‘JICA Masterplan’. The Presidential Decree 
Nr 1 of 1992 about the management of the Candi Borobudur Tourism 
Park is not in accordance with Article 23  of Law Nr. 5 of 1992 about 
the zoning of archaeological sites. People tend to use the ‘JICA 
Masterplan’ although it is legally not binding (Sugiyono, Prasetyoko, 
Sutanto 2007).
	 Yet, also in 2007, a new law was issued by the Republic of 
Indonesia that would elaborate the evaluation and bring spatial planning 
further in Borobudur. Law Nr. 26 of 2007 about Spatial Planning defines 
the World Heritage Site of Borobudur as a National Strategic Zone 
(Kawasan Strategis  Nasional or, in short, KSN), instructed the state to 
formulate a spatial plan for the KSNs, and ordered the President to issue 
decrees for the KSNs. The ministry that is in charge of managing the 
related policy-making is the Ministry of Public Works, which has a special 
division of spatial planning. The head of the division, a graduate of the 
Housing and Urban Development Programme of the University of Lund, 
wrote in 2008:
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The Directorat General of Spatial Planning under Ministry of Public 
Works  has developed a scenario on spatial planning for the Borobudur 
Temple Area. The mission of the spatial planning includes the following: 
to conserve the site; to preserve and control development in the 
cultural heritage area (temporarily freeze); to increase the physical 
quality/vitality of the area; to increase the appreciation and involvement 
of the community in the activities (economy, social, cultural) in the area 
(Marpaung 2008: 4). 
 Marpaung sees uncontrolled development as ‘pressure’ in the 
heritage of Borobudur, because it has caused significant change in terms 
of land use. Referring to a Unesco mission report and the proceedings of 
a national seminar, “Re-thinking Borobudur”, that was organised by her 
ministry in 2008, she claims that the region around Candi Borobudur has 
become urbanised and this has caused environmental degradation and 
commercialisation, which is a threat to the integrity of the World Heritage 
Site. The proof that she puts forward is the analysis of land use change in 
the thesis of Winarni.
 The spatial planning scenario, however, is derived from a study 
prepared for the ministry by a consultant firm. This study summarises 
concepts of cultural heritage site conservation, theories behind the 
zonation rules and regulations and their legal aspects, an overview of the 
region of Borobudur and the region of Candi Borobudur as regions of 
planning, guidelines for the spatial planning of the region of Borobudur as 
an ‘umbrella’ for the land use in the hierarchically lower regions, as well 
as the vision, mission and the spatial scenario of the region of Candi 
Borobudur, and technical zoning directives as instruments to control land 
use in the region (see Tribina Matra Carya Cipta 2008). The consultant 
was not known to be an expert in heritage.
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	 It does not seem that this study was well received by the Ministry 
of Culture and Tourism. In 2010, it published its own study about the 
region of Borobudur. This study lists and describes potentials (potensi) of 
the region in terms of natural resource utilisation, alternative tourism, and 
arts and crafts businesses. It also states that the fragmentation of 
stakeholders and the compartmentalisation of their activities are threats 
towards both the integrity of the heritage and the sustainable 
development of the region. Furthermore, the study proposes the 
establishment of a governing body that integrates all stakeholders with 
their different interests in the National Strategic Region of Borobudur (see 
Kementerian Kebudayaan dan Pariwisata 2010).
	 By the end of 2010, the spatial plan was proposed by the Ministry 
of Public Works to become a Presidential Regulation, which should 
replace the Presidential Decree of 1992. The regulation has seven aims: 
(1) to legalise the conservation and management of the national strategic 
region; (2) to transform the region into an multicultural excellence centre, 
to redefine the national park as an archaeological park; (3) to shift the 
control of land use within the national park to the ministry that is 
responsible for cultural development; (4) to arrange the rights, obligations, 
and authorities of the stakeholders;  (5) to manage the World Cultural 
Heritage of Candi Borobudur in an integrated manner; (6) to develop 
existing resources so that they become facilities for general education; 
and (7) to enhance awareness about the importance of balancing 
relationships between God-Human-Nature, humanity, humanitarian 
values, and multiculturalism.
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 The regulation also defines the governing body, management 
zones, management, and the participation of people who live and work in 
Borobudur. The governing body answers to the President and its leaders 
will be appointed by a presidential decree. The management zone 
delineation follows the logic of the concentric circles of the ‘JICA 
Masterplan’ with its five kilometre radius, but details the land use in 
several subzones. The management itself integrates functions of 
conservation, utilisation, education, and community development. 
Furthermore, room is provided for the participation of the people in terms 
of planning activities, land use, and control of land use. In short, the 
proposed presidential regulation has a much larger scope than the 
presidential decree of 1992; still, it bears the same logic of spatial 
planning of the 1970s.
 Up to the writing of this dissertation in 2014, however, as 
mentioned before, the President has not signed both the regulation for 
the national strategic zone and the decree for the governing body. The 
two stakeholders that work within the Borobudur National Park, however, 
did not stand still. PT Taman Wisata came up with its own master plan, 
which was created with the help of Yashuhiro Iwasaki, representative of 
the Pasific Consultants International, the planer of the ‘JICA Masterplan’, 
who is now Development Planning Consultant for Culture Unit of the 
Unesco Office Jakarta. Furthermore, archaeologists of Balai Konservasi, 
who as government officers are bound to policies of the state, proposed 
public archaeology to lead the way towards the new management of 
Borobudur.
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Political Economy in Borobudur
In early 2010, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) was signed by 
the Minister of Culture and Tourism, the Minister of Internal Affairs, the 
Minister of Public Works, the Minister of State-owned Companies, the 
Governor of Central Java, and the Regent of Magelang. The MOU 
addressed the model of integrated not-for-profit business of the National 
Strategic Zone of Borobudur, as well as the stakeholders of the business, 
namely the state, the province and the regency, the private sector, and 
society. In 2011, following a reshuffle of the cabinet of ministers, the MOU 
was renewed, elaborated, and signed by all the ministers, the governor 
and the regent, as well as the Minister of Education and Culture and the 
Minister of Tourism and Creative Economy. 
 In 2012, the Research Centre for Society and Culture of the 
Indonesian Institute of Sciences (PMB LIPI) started a three-year study 
about the heritages of Borobudur, Banten Lama, and Majapahit. The 
study was led by Riwanto Tirtosudarmo, who in 2000-2001 coordinated 
the research on cultural policy in the New Order period. The research on 
Borobudur was conducted by two anthropologists of the centre — one of 
them was also involved in the research on the New Order’s cultural policy. 
With the insight gained from the research on cultural policy, they 
assumed that there are many stakeholders in the heritage of Borobudur, 
with many interests and perspectives. They also assumed that the 
management of Borobudur is dominated by economic calculation.
	 In the research design, they asked how do the stakeholders 
commodify the candi while negotiating non-economical values that are 
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associated with certain groups (see Adhuri and Aji 2013: 8-9). To answer 
that question, they categorised the stakeholders, structured the power 
relations between the stakeholder categories, and reconstructed three 
important events that changed the political structure, namely: the 
development of the national park, the Jagad Jawa controversy, and the 
KSN debate. All three events are related to the spatial planning of 
Borobudur.
	 In this section I follow the discussion of the researchers of PMB 
LIPI about the stakeholders, and comment on their findings related to the 
three events. Lastly, I discuss the central theme of political economy of 
their study about the heritage of Borobudur.
 Before discussing the stakeholders, however I would like to clarify 
the notion of political economy as used by the researchers of PMB LIPI. 
They do not speak about Borobudur in terms of choices made by the 
stakeholders in order to maximise their benefits. They also do not refer to 
a crisis in capitalism. They discuss the state’s obligation to uphold the 
heritage of Borobudur. The categorisation of stakeholders, the structuring 
of a hierarchy of power relations, and the identification of the three 
historical events that, according to them, changed the course of heritage, 
are aimed towards generating recommendations about the management 
of Borobudur. In their report, the two researchers state that:
the goal of the study is to produce policy and academic papers, and 
included in them are advice and guidance towards  policy making that is 
related to the development and protection of cultural resources in 
Indonesia (penelitian ini bertujuan untuk menyusun policy paper dan 
academic paper, termasuk bagian di dalamnya adalah saran dan 
panduan kebijakan yang relevan untuk meningkatkan pengembangan 
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dan perlindungan kekayaan budaya di Indonesia)  (Adhuri and Aji 2014: 
10-1).
	 In this context, the researchers perform applied ethics and political 
economy is moral philosophy. They want to demonstrate that it is more 
economical for the state to take a step back by conducting proper 
research about stakeholders and the political structure that unites them 
rather than conduct planning with borrowed theories and use coercive 
approach to implement the plans. Particularly, they want to show that the 
state itself is not a homogeneous entity, not a one-voice actor, and that, 
with all the best of intentions of reforming heritage, a hierarchy of power 
relations still impedes the movement towards consensus.
 In the preliminary report, the two researchers categorise Balai 
Konservasi and PT Taman as agents of the Central Government, together 
with the Directorat General of Culture of the Ministry of Education and 
Culture, the Ministry of Public Works, and the Ministry of Tourism and 
Creative Economy. They erroneously categorise the Ministry of Public 
Works as a ‘newcomer’ when actually it was already involved in the 
heritage of Borobudur in the restoration project. Interestingly, they place 
the governments of the Province of Central Java and the Regency of 
Magelang in two different categories, since the latter has an interest in 
taxing the fees that visitors pay to PT Taman when entering the national 
park and its parking space. Furthermore, the two main organisations of 
Buddhists in Indonesia — WALUBI and KASI — as well as Buddhist 
students and other Buddhists are categorised as having the interest of 
worship and other religious activities. The researchers do not mention 
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groups of other religions that perform rituals and meditate on and around 
Candi Borobudur, within the national park. Officially, such activities are 
forbidden. But I have witnessed quite a few during fieldwork.
	 Nevertheless, the basis of their categorisation is the interest of the 
stakeholders and the researchers identify ten, namely: tourism, 
conservation, religious activities, income of local governments, income of 
state-owned companies, education and research, income from trade and 
services, recreation, rituals, artistic expressions, and others. Based on 
these interests, they identify 46 stakeholders and group them into ten 
categories, namely: international institutions, central government, 
provincial government, regional government, Buddhists, tourism 
operators, communities of Borobudur, tourists, academics, and non-
government organisations (see Adhuri and Aji 2013: 7).
 This categorisation paves the ground for the researchers’ 
discussion about the political structure of the heritage of Borobudur. At 
the top of the hierarchy, they place the two agencies that represent the 
state in the national park of Borobudur: Balai Konservasi and PT Taman. 
These stakeholders have different stakes. The former’s interests are the 
preservation of the candi, research and studies that relate to the 
archaeology of Java and Indonesia, as well as the general education of 
the public. The latter’s interest are the tourism of the national park and 
income as a state-owned company. At the bottom they place the regional 
government of Magelang, whose interest is tourism, conservation, and 
income from taxing entrance fees; as well as Buddhist, with their interests 
in religious worship and rituals. Interestingly, they put neither the Ministry 
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of Public Works who is the leading agency in the spatial planning of the 
KSN of Borobudur nor the Ministry of Education and Culture who is the 
leading agency in the implementation of Indonesia’s cultural heritage 
conservation law at the top of the hierarchy. They also do not place at the 
top of the hierarchy Unesco, the World Heritage Centre of Unesco, the 
Unesco Jakarta Office, or the the International Council on Monuments 
and Sites (ICOMOS), who all have a say in the implementation of rules 
and regulations related to the upholding of the status of World Heritage 
Site. It seems that they also calculate the ability to direct actions on the 
ground of heritage in the national park to gauge the relative power of the 
stakeholders.
	 This dimension becomes clear when they discuss the three events 
that shifted the political economy of Borobudur, from an orientation 
towards nation-building to an orientation towards business and economic 
development. Their discussion follows a chronological order, yet starting 
at the end of the international project that aimed to fully restore Candi 
Borobudur. The reason, it seems, is that they want to highlight practices 
of land acquisition that developed a fundamental antipathy within many 
people who live and work in Borobudur against spatial planning. To be 
sure, the restoration project also involved land acquisition and was initially 
met with resistance. An archaeologist who was involved in the 
preparation of the restoration works explained that land acquisition in the 
1970s proceeded relatively smoothly, because compensation used the 
international standards of Unesco and people believed in the cause 
(Mundarjito, personal communication 2008).
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	 Restoration was not the only reason for relocating villages during 
the period of the restoration work. In 1972, a two-storey restaurant was 
to be developed behind the Dagi Hill, around 200 metres to the west of 
Candi Borobudur, and 43 families had to move. The restaurant was 
owned by PT Bukit Dagi, a private company owned by a doctor from 
Magelang. During the land acquisition, which was conducted with very 
low standards of pricing, it was said that Pertamina, the powerful state-
owned oil company, wanted to develop motels in the area. Actually, the 
company was owned by a doctor from Magelang, and hence were 
planted seeds of suspicion towards any development plan that is not 
directly related to the restoration of Candi Borobudur (see Adhuri and Aji 
2013: 33).
 The spatial plan of the Borobudur National Park was perceived as 
such a development plan by people who lived and worked in the area. 
Land acquisition progressed with coercion and was met with resistance. 
Although there was a special committee, the director of PT Taman, 
Boediardjo, native of Tingal, a hamlet in Borobudur, retired air marshall, 
former ambassador to the Kingdom of Spain, and former minister, took 
the lead. In his view, “the national park is a large project to safeguard a 
cultural resource of the Indonesian nation. The idea is inspired by the 
safeguarding of the temple of Nara, near Osaka, Japan, which is already 
1,000 years old but still stands” (Kedaulatan Rakyat, 18 September 1981, 
as quoted in Adhuri and Aji 2013: 26). Nevertheless, the relocation was 
still met with resistance, which involved a network of international human 
rights activists (see Adhuri and Aji 2013: 44-58).
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	 Resistance was also met by the development plan of a souvenir 
centre, which included the relocation of peddler and their kiosks in the 
early noughties. The plan was proposed by the Governor of Central Java, 
supported by the Regent of Magelang and the Minister of Tourism (see 
Bernas, 9 January 2003). It was developed by experts in tourism, 
architecture, archaeology, community development, regional and urban 
planning, sociology and economy from the universities of Gadjah Mada, 
Diponegoro, and Satya Wacana (see Adhuri and Aji 2013: 60). The core 
of the plan was the relocation of commercial activities out of the national 
park and its parking space towards the proposed souvenir centre and its 
new parking space to the west of the national park.
	 The researchers of PMB LIPI identified seven groups of 
stakeholders that were involved in the controversy. The first comprised 
people who live and work in Borobudur; it was divided into two camps: 
west and east of the national park. The second group comprised 
peddlers and kiosk owners that operate within the national park and its 
parking space. The third is a grouping that represented Muslims, 
Christians, Buddhists, but also cultural activists. The fourth group 
represented the governments of the Province of Central Java and the 
Regency of Magelang. Interestingly, the fifth group comprised members 
of the provincial parliament, who were rather critical about the plan. 
Furthermore, there was a sixth group, namely the young Indonesian 
architects forum (FAMI) who opposed the plan, and a seventh group, 
which comprised of other academics, including archaeologists that have 
been working closely with the Directorate General of Culture.
100
	 The researchers of PMB LIPI believe that PT Taman supported the 
plan, since it would relocate the peddlers out of the national park and 
hence would release them from the burden of managing them (see 
Adhuri and Aji 2013: 69). The same could be said about Balai 
Konservasi, however, since they too had problems of fighting off peddlers 
who climbed on the monument, following visitors. Furthermore, the 
researchers quoted some of the arguments put forward by the opposers, 
which highlighted the erroneous emphasis on the economic value of 
Candi Borobudur, the bad choice of Jagad Jawa as the name of the 
souvenir centre, and the mistake of placing the development to the west 
of the candi, which supposedly is a sacred space that has to be free from 
economic activities (see Adhuri and Aji 2013: 70-2). The debate was 
prolonged in the following years without reaching consensus.
 In 2005, the development plan was abandoned. According to the 
researchers, the opposing voice was dominant due to its ‘relative 
truth’ (kebenaran relatif), the larger amount of the protesters, and the 
larger network of the protesters (see Adhuri and Aji 2013: 72). In their 
conclusion, they state that:
the top-down approach is  no longer feasible … [but in the context of a 
participatory development approach] society has  to be seen as  a set of 
relations  between various groups, with many interests that can collide 
… and complement each other … cultural heritage contains many 
values … and a management that focuses  on one value alone is  invalid 
and promises to fail … unfortunately, there efforts  were not made to 
facilitate the transformation of the conflicts  into a synergy that would 
help to develop a better management of Borobudur (Adhuri and Aji 
2013: 73).
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	 Efforts of this kind were made in the spatial planning of the 
National Strategic Zone of Borobudur, the KSN, which was led, as 
mentioned before, by the Ministry of Public Works, due to its jurisdiction 
over national strategic zones, based on Law Nr. 26 of 2007. However, 
the planning was not a response towards the conflicts around the 
souvenir centre development plan. It was a response towards the WCH-
ICOMOS Reactionary Mission of 2006, which highlighted the need to 
embed the World Heritage Site of Borobudur in a comprehensive and 
thoroughly implemented spatial plan.
	 The Ministry of Culture and Tourism also responded to the 
reactionary mission. Their initial response to the reactionary mission was 
the formulation of a new masterplan. In 2009, however, when re-elected 
President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono asked all ministries to come with 
100-days quick win programs, they changed course, focused on the 
establishment of a new governing body that would oversee the long-term 
management of Candi Borobudur. Hence it had two proposals in the 
pipeline: the new masterplan and the new governing body.
 According to the researchers of PMB-LIPI, Unesco was facilitating 
the integration of the three plans with the leadership of Iwasaki, one of 
the consultants that created the ‘JICA Masterplan’ and in the noughties 
was representing the Development Planning Consultant and Associates 
corporation of Japan. They did not mention that Iwasaki was also hired 
by PT Taman to provide consultation in the spatial planning of their 
masterplan. Nevertheless, they criticised KSN for being elitist and still 
using the same top-down approach as the ‘JICA Masterplan’.
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During the process towards  the presidential decree about the KSN, the 
tendency to proceed in an elitist way is  still obvious. Which means, the 
KSN is  definitely marked as a product of ‘Jakarta’ … local stakeholders 
… the provincial government, the regency government, the district 
government, the village government, and local leaders  have been 
involved only in ‘socialisation’ meetings, when the principal planning 
and decisions were already made in ‘Jakarta’ … people who live [in 
Borobudur] are confused … and information about KSN was 
distributed among them through gossiping. Those members  of the 
communities  who had capital were taking precautionary measures  by 
seeking information from the local agency of development planning 
(BAPPEDA), but those that could not afford it were left with information 
that they could not understand. It has  to be emphasised that they must 
not become victims like in the events of 1981-1982 (Adhuri and Aji 
2013: 81).
 It seems that they do not ‘buy into’ the spatial planning of strategic 
zones. This might be a reflection on the side of one of the researchers, 
however, who has extensive experience in the mis-conception of fishing 
zones throughout Indonesia (Adhuri, personal communication 2012). 
Land use regulations alone are not enough.
 They put more hope in the establishment of the new governing 
body, mentioning that “a preliminary study for the governing body has 
been conducted by a team of academicians from Yogyakarta, which 
recommends the need for an integrated management approach of Candi 
Borobudur” (Adhuri and Aji 2013: 82). But, even here they find an uphill 
battle. About the MOU between the ministers and the provincial and 
regional governments, which mentions the establishment of a governing 
body, they state that the proposed management agency “looks more like 
a multi-stakeholder forum than a governing body with a concept of 
integrated management” (Adhuri and Aji 2013: 83). It seems that without 
a clear conceptualisation about the relation between land use and 
heritage any management approach will fail.
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Conclusion
Throughout this chapter I aimed to show that spatial orientation has 
marked the setting of the heritage of Borobudur in the noughties, 
following the efforts to preserve the results of the 1973-1983 restoration 
with a buffer zone. The extension of the protectionist logic has produced 
a conception of the cultural landscape of Borobudur. The conception is 
based on a spatial image of Borobudur, which is exemplified in the same 
article by Daud Tanudirjo that highlighted the prominent role of academics 
in the heritage of Borobudur.
[A]stronomical studies  show that Borobudur, Mendut, and Pawon are 
arranged along an east-west axis  pointing directly to the Merapi 
volcano to the east … The alignment is  considered to symbolise the 
birth of a New World Age ... On certain  days  of the year, the sun rises 
behind the volcano and sheds  rays  of light on Borobudur before 
touching the surrounding plain. Such a scene may have been imagined 
and configured in the construction of Borobudur by its  architect as  a 
symbol of Enlightenment. Clearly the Borobudur Temple Compound 
was  designed to reference and illustrate the cultural and spiritual world 
of the community that constructed it … Yet, people tend to forget that 
the glorious age of Borobudur was not long-lasting (Tanudirjo 2013: 68; 
italics by me).
 There are two ways to read this quote. Spatially, Candi Borobudur 
is linked to Candi Mendut and Candi Pawon, and to Mount Merapi. The 
constellation is abstracted in the cosmology of Borobudur. Temporally, 
however, Candi Borobudur is highlighted only at sunrise on certain days 
in the year, before sunrays touch the surrounding plain. Also, people who 
upheld the cosmology changed or moved away after the “glorious age of 
Borobudur” that “was not long-lasting.” Interestingly, the combination of 
this spatial and temporal reading, a particular spacetime, continues to 
“frame the activities” of people who live and work in Borobudur.
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 It does not matter that the spatial planning with the spatial image 
of Borobudur does not work. The setting of the heritage of Borobudur is 
framed within this particular spacetime. This does not mean that there are 
no other spacetimes in Borobudur. Winarni’s discussion about changing 
land use gives a clue, not by what she has highlighted but by what she 
has left out. She did not talk about the plantation economies, of tobacco 
and cloves, for instance, and the numerous agricultural development 
regimes, such as the colonial cultivation system or the cigarette industries 
of Java. Remains of these economies can still be found in Borobudur, 
particularly in the Menoreh Hills. She also did not talk about the armed 
struggles that transformed the region of Borobudur in theatres of 
operations during the Java War (1825-1830) and the Independence War 
(1940s). Remains of Diponegoro’s army are still cherished in several 
villages in the region of Borobudur. There are multiple histories of 
Borobudur, but in the heritage of Borobudur, only the history of the 
archaeological conservation is being upheld by people who live and work 
in Borobudur.
 It also does not matter that there are multiple stakeholders with a 
myriad of interests, who put forward different values to sustain their 
claims towards truth. Yet, as the discussion about the souvenir centre 
development plan and the national strategic zone spatial plan showed, 
people who live and work in Borobudur tend to refer to this particular 
spacetime, without acknowledging the concepts that were used to shape 
it in the history of archaeological conservation, to judge what can and 
cannot be done in the region of Borobudur. Power relations obviously 
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influence the decision-making, but they do not change the setting of the 
heritage of Borobudur. The candi is still situated in relation to the other 
candis and Mount Merapi, and the relation is still highlighted at sunrise on 
particular days in the year — not, for instance, in the network of global 
tourism or the movement towards sustainable heritage development.
 It is time to move on to the discussion of this particular spacetime. 
In the next two chapters I argue that this spacetime is purbakala, usually 
regarded as a translation of the Dutch oudheid and translated into 
English as archaeology. Actually it is related to oudheidkunde, the science 
of antiquity, which is still being taught and practiced as such in the 
Netherlands, but has been transformed — and reduced — from ilmu 
purbakala into arkeologi, while the eclectic Lembaga Purbakala, the 
institute of antiquities, changed to become a small part in the 
bureaucracy of cultural development in Indonesia.
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In 2011, speaking in front of a group of heritage activists in Yogyakarta—mostly 
architects, but there were also some anthropologists, historians, and archaeolo-
gists—about the problems of reifying concepts on heritage, I stated that the pio-
neering work of archaeologists must not be forgotten when we embark on new 
ideas about Borobudur. I added that what we can now say about the cultural 
landscape of Borobudur is founded on archaeological insight. The whole idea of 
seeing the surroundings of Candi Borobudur as a cultural environment, thus 
seeing mountains, rivers, fields and villages as parts of a specific place, came 
from the wisdom contained in Soekmono’s Monument of Mankind (1976).1 I 
thought a bit of history would smoothen the way into the deliberations about 
cultural meanings of mandalas and the conceptualisations of mandalas. But I 
was wrong. The group’s leader, a senior lecturer of architecture at Universitas 
Gadjah Mada and foremost proponent of the Mandala Landscape idea, said: 
“old research such as Pak Soekmono’s is not relevant anymore.” I was taken 
                                            
1 The first chapter of this book situates Candi Borobudur at the centre of the Kedu Plain, a sa-
cred place in ancient Java, linking the monument to the existence of mountains (Merapi, 
Merbabu, and the Menoreh Hills), rivers (Elo and Progo), fields and villages (of what is now the 
District of Borobudur). 
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taken aback, prepared to take criticism about the reification part but not an at-
tack on the historical introduction. For a while I considered the possibility that 
she too was a campaigner of the AHD critique after all, even though she is the 
head of the Indonesian chapter of ICOMOS, one of the chief institutions that 
produce the AHD of UNESCO. But my thinking took too long. The next com-
ment was already raised. 
 It thus comes with a slightly bitter aftertaste when I now say that it is im-
portant to understand that there are archaeological traditions that influence heri-
tage. These traditions differ from country to country in relation to nationalisms.2 
This does not mean to say that archaeology itself is fundamentally bound to the 
State, but it means to temper Anderson’s statement, already mentioned in the 
Introduction to this dissertation, about the subordination of archaeology to na-
tionalism in Indonesia. Archaeology is close to but not the same as politics, and 
there is a difference between the archaeological discipline and archaeological 
traditions. In this chapter, then, I argue that this difference matters in the Pur-
bakala Timescape of Borobudur. I start with a brief historical overview, then ex-
                                            
2 “Archaeology’s relationship to the state varied from country to country. It could take the rela-
tively innocuous and necessary form of the detailed compilation of the prehistoric and early his-
toric sequence for a region or an entire nation. Nationalist archaeology in this sense can be 
equated with the cultural historical approach and evaluated postively in the sense of the more 
systematic and complete tracing of temporal and spatial variations in the archaeological record 
than was often achieved, for example, by the more schematic unilinear evolutionary approaches 
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries” Kohl (1998: 213). 
 However, I do not support the distinction between national and nationalist archaeology. 
Therefore, I use ‘tradition’ as in “Each country has its own tradition of research in respect to the 
various disciplines that comprises its intellectual life. These traditions are based, in the final 
analysis, on the concept of the metaphysical paradigm—a collection of biases and preconcep-
tions about the nature of our knowledge of our world or, in the present context, some aspect of 
the world, such as a scientific discipline” G. A. Clark “Paradigms in Science and Archaeology” in 
Journal of Archaeological Research, Vol. 1, No. 3 (September 1993), p. 230 pp. 203-234 . 
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plain why the Borobudur Project was the peak of Indonesia’s archaeological 
tradition, and end with an observation about how the archaeological tradition is 
living on in the Purbakala of Borobudur.  
 As for the archaeological tradition in Indonesia, I call it ilmu purbakala al-
though ilmu purbakala is now, historically incorrectly, translated as “archae-
ology”. According to Soekmono, the first Indonesian to graduate from a univer-
sity as an expert in ilmu purbakala, head of the Indonesian archaeological serv-
ice for almost twenty years during its formative age, ilmu purbakala includes: the 
endeavour to search for and find material, to work toward identifying and inter-
preting the material, and to secure and preserve the material from the dangers 
of deterioration or annihilation (Soekmono n.d.: 2).3 Ilmu purbakala started as a 
science, as a systematic way of producing knowledge, but later became more 
interested in the production of people as well as the application of technology. 
The following section shows the importance of these people; the next is about 
technology. Throughout this chapter, however, I argue that ilmu purbakala has 
created a special kind of time, with its own temporal modality, fabric, and out-
look. 
 
A Brief History of I lmu Purbakala up to 1972 
In an unpublished manuscript, written as an introduction to the training course 
for the Borobudur Restoration Project in 1972, Soekmono explains that “ilmu 
                                            
3 See Soekmono, Ilmu Purbakala dan Perkembangannya di Indonesia, Balai Peninggalan Pur-
bakala Borobudur (n.d.), p.2 
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purbakala is a science that uncovers the dark veil of the past … based on facts, 
works in a critical-analytical manner, and aims to round off humans with the 
knowledge and consciousness about humanity” (n.d.: 1; English by me). He 
goes on to say that  
without knowledge of oneself humans will fail to position themselves in 
the universe; humans will drift in the dynamic stream of time (arus di-
namika masa) that will sweep over them; humans will lose their identity. 
And, because it is a fact that the present is nothing else but the out-
comes of the past as well as the container of seeds of the future, if we 
want to truly participate in building the future of our nation then we must 
first know ourselves in the present, which makes it absolutely necessary 
to understand the past as the cause of our existence today (Soekmono 
n.d.: 1).4  
 Ilmu purbakala is a direct translation of oudheidkunde and its history is 
closely related to that of the Oudheidkundige Dienst. Established in 1913 with 
N.J. Krom as its head, the Oudheidkundige Dienst was led for twenty years 
since 1916 by Dr. F. D. K Bosch. In his manuscript, Soekmono highlighted 
Bosch’s achievements as the foundation for ilmu purbakala in Indonesia. He 
wrote about them as:  
“…not only consolidating the service as a scientific body that concen-
trates on the field of antiquities (kepurbakalaan) in Indonesia, but also to 
uphold and represent the science of Indonesian antiquities (Ilmu Pur-
bakala Indonesia) in the world of science. A very interesting achievement 
of Bosch is his ability to tackle the problem of how to bring back the an-
tiquities as a living being in the effort to develop the mind of the Indone-
sian nation. What has to be done is to find the value of the antiquities for 
the present and the future Indonesian Culture … [through] thorough re-
search on the role of Indonesian elements in the construction of those 
majestic and beautiful monuments, and … by bringing back the majesti-
                                            
4 See Soekmono, Ilmu Purbakala, p. 1. The nationalist slant is obvious, but perhaps appropriate 
for the manuscript was circulated in 1972, when the Borobudur Project was still a national pro-
ject (it became an international project with the help of UNESCO in 1973). 
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cality and beauty of the ruins by reconstructing them according to scien-
tific principles … [and] Bosch … for the first time revealed the role of In-
donesians as the creators of the candis … [which led to the firm belief 
that] … because Indonesians themselves played the central role in the 
construction of the candis, there is no absolute break between the pre-
sent and the past (Soekmono n.d.: 3-4).”5 
 There are plenty of studies about the positioning of the scholars of the 
Oudheidkundige Dienst. Suffice it to say here that a huge debate—centering on 
the polemic between Krom and Bosch about the reconstruction of Candi Sewu 
in Prambanan—which developed in the 1920s, had to be resolved by a special 
committee. The debate was not so much about the ‘nationality’ of the monu-
ments. It was more about the paradigm of oudheidkunde and boiled down to 
the question of whether to reconstruct ruins in reality or on paper; the first alter-
native would mean bringing forward monuments to the People, whereas the 
second would keep the images of fully restored monuments within the circles of 
the learned few, the scholars—who happened to be, mostly, government offi-
cials or experts working for the government. The committee’s evaluation was in 
favor of Bosch’s reconstruction. Then, in 1936, Dr. W. F. Stutterheim, assistant 
to Bosch since 1924, but also head of a new high school that focused on East-
ern Literature since 1926, continued the physical reconstruction of ruins, not 
only those with the marks of Hinduism and Buddhism, but also those that were 
clearly Islamic and European, some outside of Java, as well as the study of ce-
ramics, epigraphs, and manifestations of Chinese influences on the cultures of 
Indonesia.  
                                            
5 Soekmono, Ilmu Purbakala, pp. 3-4 
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 Stutterheim, a very productive scientist, however, led the service for only 
a short time. War came to the Netherlands-Indies. Oudheidkundige activities 
grinded to a halt in 1941, except for a small expedition to Candi Borobudur. All 
the research reports, mostly written with the possibility of reconstruction in mind, 
as well as the accompanying documentation, such as photographic glass 
plates, were stored away at the head office of the Oudheidkundige Dienst. The 
building and the archives were left under the supervision of Amin Soedoro, a 
student of Stutterheim at the Eastern Literature high school. 
 In December 1945, however, Dutch soldiers occupied the building and 
destroyed at least 2,000 of the plates. Many manuscripts went missing. Soe-
doro, with the help of Th. A. Resink, obtained permission to move the remaining 
archives and documents a few blocks away, to the former seat of the 
Bataviaasch Genootschap, which then had become Indonesia’s National Mu-
seum. He, and two other students of Stutterheim, R. L. Soekardi and R. Soek-
mono, started to rebuild the body of knowledge and paved the way for Indone-
sia’s archaeological service, the Dinas Purbakala. With their knowledge of Java-
nese literature, they compiled, categorized, and archived their way through the 
mess of manuscripts, photographs, and artifacts. 
 Before continuing to the Dinas Purbakala, I should mention here that ac-
tually there is more than one organisation involved in the history of the archaeo-
logical tradition in Indonesia. Even before the Oudheidkundige Dienst was estab-
lished there was an archaeological society in Yogyakarta, separate from the 
Bataviaasch Genootschap in Jakarta, whose members were also engaged in 
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the study of antiquities. Furthermore, while Indonesia struggled to lay the foun-
dations of the Dinas Purbakala in the late 1940s, the Dutch occupational ad-
ministration also strived to re-establish the Oudheidkundige Dienst, by opening 
an office in Makassar. Even the branch of the Oudheidkundige Dienst in Yogya-
karta became an independent organisation during the Japanese occupation. 
And all these organisations had to be unified under one roof by the Dinas Pur-
bakala in 1950. However, this belongs to the study of the institutional develop-
ment of lembaga purbakala that I discuss in Chapter 3 of the dissertation. 
 Thus, continuing the history of ilmu purbakala, in 1947, when the pro-
gress of the War of Independence was evolving in favor of the Dutch occupa-
tional force, Dr. A. J. Bernet Kempers was appointed to lead the Oudheidkun-
dige Dienst. He was already Professor of Ilmu Purbakala and Ancient History at 
Indonesia’s first university in Jakarta, and is fondly remembered by most of his 
students as Bapak Guru (Father Teacher).6 He made a great impact on the de-
velopment of ilmu purbakala; there is no doubt about that. But, Soekmono 
seems to have had a more critical stance. Although perhaps never presented 
openly, he had different opinions about ilmu purbakala. The abovementioned 
manuscript is telling, because it highlights Bosch and Stutterheim as the true 
founding figures of ilmu purbakala in Indonesia. Bernet Kempers, however, in a 
memorandum that was published by the Polynesian Society in 1949, right after 
                                            
6 Bernet Kempers Festschrift is entitled “Untuk Bapak Guru” (For Father Teacher) and includes 
writings of many of his former students, including Soekmono’s article on Borobudur as not only 
a path towards Buddhist enlightenment but also as a path to the awakening of the nation of In-
donesia, which I have discussed in the Introduction of this dissertation. See Proyek Penelitian 
Purbakala (1986). 
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he was asked to lead the Indonesian archaeological service, listed the mile-
stones of the archaeological service in Indonesia as follows: 1778 Bataviaasch 
Genootschap; 1886 Archaeological Society of Yogyakarta; 1901 Commission in 
the Netherlands Indies for archaeological research in Java and Madura; 1913 
Archaeological Service in the Netherlands Indies; 1931 The Ancient Monuments 
Preservation Act. Neither Bosch nor Sutterheim was mentioned, but perhaps 
that was an oversight (see Bernet Kempers 1949).7 
 Soekmono, in his history of ilmu purbakala, explains that Bernet Kempers 
faced two huge problems when he headed the Indonesian archaeological serv-
ice in the early 1950s. Firstly, he had to reassemble the fundamental elements of 
Indonesia’s ilmu purbakala from among the ruins of war, and secondly he had to 
adjust his thoughts and actions within the realm of free Indonesia. The latter 
consideration included a paradigm shift away from the focus on artifacts and 
toward the reconstruction of Indonesia’s cultural history, which may sound na-
tionalist but also includes the wish to relate to the development of archaeology 
in Europe.  
 Fortunately, Bernet Kemper’s position as professor at Universitas Indo-
nesia gave him a way to solve the problem with one solution: educate cadres of 
ilmu purbakala among the ranks of Indonesians and rework the curriculum of 
ilmu purbakala accordingly. Therefore, when two Indonesians graduated as sar-
                                            
7 See A. J. Bernet Kempers, “The Archaeological Service in Indonesia” in The Journal of the 
Polynesian Society, Vol. 58, No. 4 (December 1949), pp. 185-192. Under the title, beneath the 
author’s name and his position as the ‘Director of Archaeology in Indonesia’ stands a disclaimer 
“Dr. Kempers states that this paper was written as a memorandum and not primarily for publica-
tion.—Eds.”  
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jana ilmu purbakala Indonesia, “Bernet Kempers,” so Soekmono wrote, “felt that 
his main task was accomplished and went home to the Netherlands … [and] in 
1957, the last foreign expert of the Djawatan Purbakala left Indonesia” (Soek-
mono n.d.: 7)8 
 Afterwards, the arduous task of developing ilmu purbakala was carried on 
Indonesian shoulders. In another article on the history of ilmu purbakala, Soek-
mono formulated the following development phases in terms of political periods. 
There is the development of ilmu purbakala in the time of revolution (Masa 
Revolusi Fisik), 1945-1950; in the time of survival (Masa Survival), 1950-1955; in 
the time of liberal upheaval (Masa Pergolakan Liberal), 1955-1960; and in the 
time of universal development (Masa Pembangunan Semesta), 1960-1965. The 
last phase he called Masa Datang (The Future) (Soekmono n.d.-a).9 
 Generally speaking, in each of the phases it can be seen that most atten-
tion was given to the reconstruction of ruins. Nevertheless, in the “Time of Revo-
lution”, research revealed prehistoric artifacts and serious questions were raised 
about the Wallace Line.10 Then again, this research was interrupted and the field 
moved to Bali. In the “Time of Survival”, surveys were conducted in Bali and 
                                            
8 Soekmono, Ilmu Purbakala, p. 7. 
9 See Soekmono, Duapuluh Tahun Ilmu Purbakala di Indonesia, Balai Peninggalan Purbakala 
Borobdur (n.d.). The twenty years mentioned in the title most probably refers to the period after 
1950, due to Soekmono’s thesis that the development of ilmu purbakala is inseparable to the 
institutional development of purbakala. Indonesia’s archaeological service was established in 
1950. Thus the manuscript must have been published in 1970, although it may have been writ-
ten years before. 
10 This line separates the ecozones of Asia and those to its east. Sulawesi is the western-most 
part of Wallacea, the ecozone between Asia’s and Australia’s. What prehistoric research found 
in Sulawesi was proof that Asian species actually exhisted in Wallacea, thus challenging the 
1859 evolutionary theory of Naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace. 
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Sumatra, but, again, reconstruction demanded most of the available resources. 
This pattern is repeated in the other times: reconstruction and architectural sur-
veys were the main activities, and the surveys often led to reconstruction plans. I 
should also mention, however, that Soekmono described advances in the disci-
pline of ilmu purbakala in the sub-fields of technical archaeology and chemical 
archaeology. Achievements in prehistory and epigraphy were categorized as the 
beginning of new sub-branches of ilmu purbakala. Thus, the development of 
ilmu purbakala itself revolved around reconstruction and, therefore, the orienta-
tion toward artifacts. The wish to shift from the focus on artifacts to the recon-
struction of Indonesia’s cultural history was not yet fulfilled. 
 What Soekmono’s chronology also shows, however, is the close link be-
tween ilmu purbakala and the organisation of purbakala. 
Ilmu purbakala in Indonesia cannot be separated from lembaga pur-
bakala [the organisation of purbakala] both in terms of research and in 
terms of its practice, because lembaga purbakala is the only body that 
engages with ilmu purbakala. Besides the lembaga, there are a few ahli 
purbakala [experts in ilmu purbakala], but they are more engaged in the 
field of education [at the University level] than in the field of science. Al-
though it is undeniable that a few of the docents are conducting re-
search, their research is minuscule and, moreover, it is not conducted 
properly (not in the form of field work) (Soekmono n.d.-a: 6).11 
 Furthermore, this link reveals the importance of people, because it is 
people that make the difference in the organisation of purbakala; Bosch being 
different than Krom, and Stutterheim elaborating what Bosch had started, but 
also Amin Soedoro, R. L. Soekardi, and Soekmono himself being the caretakers 
                                            
11 Soekmono, Duapuluh Tahun, p. 6. 
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at the start of the Indonesian archaeological service, developing ilmu purbakala 
according to their own tastes and liking. Surprisingly, Soekmono’s history of 
ilmu purbakala does not end with reflections about the achievements and con-
tributions of Bosch, Stutterheim, and Bernet Kempers, or even the Indonesian 
pioneers of ilmu purbakala. He concluded by highlighting the fact that Dinas 
Purbakala had only twenty experts in 1972: eight prehistorians, nine classical 
archaeologists, two Islamic archaeologists, and one expert in ancient construc-
tions; ten among the twenty had matured in their fields, but one half of the ten 
had to teach and the other half were busy addressing administrative issues. The 
other ten had just graduated in the few years before 1972 and had to study fur-
ther. Soekmono was driving home the message that ilmu purbakala needed to 
produce more people, but it had to do so by creating and executing restoration 
projects. 
 
The Importance of Borobudur 
The magnitude of the Borobudur Restoration Project is often described in quan-
titative terms: the work took ten years, from 1973 to 1983; involved 600 experts, 
technicians, and skilled workers; hundreds of statues but also structural ele-
ments; 1,460 panels of bas reliefs; altogether more than one million stones had 
to be removed, cleaned, treated, and restored; the costs reached twenty million 
USD, two-thirds of which were made available through the State Budget of In-
donesia, while the rest was financed by funds that were collected by a 
UNESCO-led international campaign, involving more than 20 countries, corpo-
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rate and individual sponsors. The list goes on. What these numbers do not 
show, however, is the fact that the project demanded huge commitments from 
the Dinas Purbakala and Indonesian scientists that were involved in the restora-
tion of Borobudur as a national project, which started in 1963.  
 Soekmono, Director of the archaeological service; Samingoen, Head of 
the Technical Department; Soetjahjono, Head of the Financial Department; and 
Soediman, Head of the Prambanan Branch Office, were engaged in the national 
project, which started in 1969. Subsequently, Soejono, Soewarno, and 
Maulana, all ahli purbakala, also became involved. Then, experts in related fields, 
for instance, Jutono and Sri Hartadi of Universitas Gadjah Mada’s Faculty of Ag-
riculture, who conducted a special study on the properties of water at the 
monument—one of the main causes of deterioration—became advisers. Many 
others followed. Interestingly, the geologist of the Technical Institute of Band-
ung, Dr Sampurno, Indonesia’s pioneer of technical geology who specialized in 
petrography and had conducted drillings and subsequent investigations into the 
rocks and soil of Borobudur—underneath and outside of the monument, as well 
as in the region—in 1963, 1965, 1966 and 1969, was not involved directly. His 
work was continued by Dr G. Hyvert, UNESCO consultant on stone conserva-
tion. 
 The involvement of UNESCO in the restoration of Candi Borobudur trans-
formed the project that took on international proportions. It urged interaction be-
tween ahli purbakala and Indonesian scientists with international experts and 
thereby created a more complex setting than that of the national project. It be-
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came broader with the presence of civil engineers such as C. C. T. de Beaufort 
and P. H. Deibel from Netherland’s NEDECO; Ch. Tunnard from Yale Univer-
sity’s Department of City Planning and J. C. Pollaco of the Malta Government 
Tourist Board; architect J. Dumarcay who was in charge of the Baphuon resto-
ration in Cambodia; C. Voûte, geologist who later became a professor in the 
field of aerospace and earth science; D. Chihara, an architect who represented 
Japan in the light of the fact that a large part of the UNESCO funding came from 
the Japan-Funds-in-Trust; and even Bernet Kempers. In a way, the setting also 
became a place for reunion and this led to a deepening of the interaction. Re-
search and plans of the national project were evaluated, revised, and in some 
cases renewed. Experts communicated with each other as representatives of 
institutions: besides the archaeological service and NEDECO, there was Univer-
sitas Gadjah Mada, Universitas Saraswati of Solo, the Bandung Technical Insti-
tute, but also the Laboratoire de cryptogamie of Paris’ Muséum national 
d’Histoire naturelle, Bureau de recherces géologiques et minieres (BRGM) Orlé-
ans-la-Source, Centre expérimental du batiment et des travaux publics (CEBTP) 
of Paris, Delft’s TNO Institute for Building Materials and Building Constructions 
and Soil Mechanical Laboratory. The organisation of the civil works of the resto-
ration was even larger. For the development of ilmu purbakala the internationali-
sation of the project thus also meant the elaboration of its technologies through 
interdisciplinary collaboration and networking. 
 Nevertheless, it was in the international project that Soekmono aimed to 
accomplish his vision of bringing ilmu purbakala towards an ‘international level of 
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quality’ which may sound utopian—for it is impossible to develop an interna-
tional quality standard of archaeological research12—but is still being pursued by 
archaeological departments in Indonesian universities.13 Utopian or not, yet, it 
proved to be very difficult to elaborate ilmu purbakala in such a large project. 
The scales became so immense that the management of the project became 
more important. Soekmono himself had to ‘step down’ from his position as Di-
rector of Dinas Purbakala to become Project Officer of the Borobudur Restora-
tion Project, only to find himself being ‘downgraded’ as Project Manager, under 
the supervision of Professor Rooseno, one of Indonesia’s leading civil engineers 
at that time, who nonetheless was not experienced in restoration work, due to 
bureaucratic issues. More about these constraints is presented in the next chap-
ter of this dissertation. Suffice it to say here that due to its sheer size, the Boro-
budur Restoration Project tended to become an end in its own right rather than 
‘merely’ a vehicle in the development of ilmu purbakala. 
 Yet, it must also be said that, due to its magnitude, the Borobudur Res-
toration Project was able to produce many other, smaller projects. These di-
rectly contributed to the development of ilmu purbakala. One of them was the 
establishment of a sub-centre of SPAFA (the SEAMEO Project on Archaeology 
                                            
12 Several movements within archaeological circles that cross national boundaries, such as 
World Archaeology, for instance, deliberately promote localised production of archaeological 
knowledge, among others by publishing their own journals.  
13 The vision statement of the archaeological department of Universitas Indonesia, the oldest 
educational archaeological institution in Indonesia, for instance, says that it is an institution that is 
able to manage the development of science and human resources in the field of humanities, par-
ticularly an archaeology that is acknowledged in the international world (Departemen Arkeologi 
adalah lembaga yang mampu mengelola pengembangan ilmu dan SDM dalam bidang Ilmu 
Pengetahuan Budaya, khususnya Arkeologi yang diakui dunia internasional) (see 
www.fib.ui.ac.id). 
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and Fine Arts) in 1978. SEAMEO (South East Asia Ministry of Education Organi-
zation) had the initiative to set up three sub-centres and the National Project for 
the Restoration of Borobudur—not the international project under UNESCO—
was chosen to host training courses for architects, restoration technicians, 
chemists and other scientists, as well as conducting workshops for Indonesian 
monument specialists. During the period of 1978 to 1981, the SPAFA sub-
centre in Borobudur held many training courses that were successful already in 
the very early stages so that SEAMEO appointed Borobudur to become the 
sub-centre for the Restoration and Conservation of Ancient Monuments in 
SPAFA. Furthermore, the workshops for Indonesian monument specialists were 
held up to 1986, with participants hailing from all provinces of Indonesia (Anom 
2005: 204-5).14  
The SPAFA sub-centre activities benefitted from the new techniques, 
modern scientific equipment and expert services available at Borobudur. 
The laboratories include photography and photogrammetry workshops, 
a laboratory on stone diseases and a workshop for treatment of stones. 
The office site of the Borobudur Restoration Project accommodated all 
SPAFA participants (Anom 2005: 204).15 
 Material for the training courses and workshops were created out of the 
many reports of research in the preparation period of the project and documen-
tation of activities, progress reports and evaluation reports of the restoration 
project.16 Experts and technicians involved in the restoration also contributed as 
individuals. Most interesting, however, are the evaluation reports of the Consul-
                                            
14 See I.G.N. Anom (ed.) The Restoration of Borobudur. UNESCO Publishing (2005), pp. 204-5. 
15 I.G.N. Anom (ed.) The Restoration, p. 204 
16 There were three types of reports, all published as Pelita Borobudur Series, Vol. A, B, and CC.  
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tative Committee17, which held eleven meetings, from February 1973 to June 
1982. In these meetings, international experts appointed by UNESCO and their 
Indonesian counterparts deliberated about restoration plans and progress. In-
terestingly, at the very first meeting, Dr Lemaire, the international expert from 
Belgium, raised an objection about the planned large-scale dismantling of the 
monument that questioned the very restoration paradigm of Borobudur’s resto-
ration (Departemen Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan 1982),18 echoing the great de-
bate between Krom and Bosch about the restoration of Candi Prambanan in the 
1920s. It was resolved in the third Consultative Committee Meeting, March 
1974. Other issues, technical to the restoration but fundamental to the restora-
tion work, were raised and discussed in the Consultative Meetings, and followed 
by research. Reports of this research were included in the CC Reports, thus 
providing a splendid opportunity for readers to simulate the production of 
knowledge from fundamental questions in a ‘real’ setting of conservation, where 
the weight of the problems is almost sensible. 
 Material contained in the other reports, namely the volumes A and B of 
the Pelita Borobudur Series, created a unique discourse on conservation issues, 
as it raised ‘real’ problems faced by the restoration work. As new scientific 
methods and techniques became available, ‘old’ problems were engaged with 
anew and ‘new’ problems were discovered. Repeated fieldwork supported or 
rejected hypotheses and their reports showed that an intense interaction be-
                                            
17 The Consultative Committee (CC) was set up by the Government of Indonesia in compliance 
with UNESCO’s wishes. 
18 See Pelita Borobudur Series, Vol. CC 1. Departemen Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan (1982) 
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tween Indonesian and international experts developed. It also showed that this 
interaction had become interdisciplinary, where geologists answered questions 
of architects or engineers, architects raised problems that were looked into by 
archaeologists, and so on. But, if one aspect of the restoration work stood out, 
it was technology. 
 As mentioned earlier, the Borobudur Restoration Project incorporated 
activities in packages of laboratories and workshops, instruments and equip-
ments, and expertise that were new not only to Indonesia but also to Southeast 
Asia. There was the Chemico-Archaeological Department and the Techno-
Archaeological Department with their own laboratories, experts, technicians, and 
fieldwork; the Central Registration Office that kept track of the millions of stones 
with the help of computers; the Documentation Department that produced 
photographs, scale drawings, and situational maps with modern instruments; as 
well as the Administrative Department and the Directorate that synchronized and 
supervised activities of the project with a computerised system that was unseen 
before as it was specially designed by IBM for the Borobudur Restoration Pro-
ject. The underlying theme of these innovations, however, was not the novelty of 
the gadgets, although they have created sufficient interest that they have been 
restored and now exhibited in their own right in the new museum of Balai Kon-
servasi. It was the impact technology has made on the development of ilmu 
purbakala. SLR photography came to Borobudur as a means to quickly produce 
and reproduce images that improved the quality of discussions about technical 
as well as chemical problems. Photogrammetry, through the combined applica-
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tion of stereographs and terragraphs, helped immensely to speed up the docu-
mentation of more than one million stones, which had to be dismantled, cleaned 
and treated, and then put back in the right place. False colour photography was 
planned to be used to interpret aerial photographs in order to detect uncovered 
stones or artifacts. It did not work out, but it paved the way for the use of other 
imaging techniques, like laser scanning, which is now used by ahli purbakala of 
Borobudur to detect microscopic alterations in monuments. 
 Here I emphasise that impact on documentation, which I have become 
most familiar with in my research and work. But new technologies have im-
pacted ilmu purbakala in the fields of techno-archaeology and chemico-
archaeology as well (Soekmono 2002).19 Anyway, in terms of documentation, 
one must go back to the impact made in the early nineteenth century by the 
sketches of Javanese antiquities;20 turn to the thirty-year debate about the best 
method of documenting Candi Borobudur in the late nineteenth century;21 then 
to the ‘Lotus hypothesis’ that likened Candi Borobudur to a Lotus flower, but 
floating in a giant pond;22 and finally to Soekmono’s photo presentation at the 
International Congress of Orientalists in Ann Arbor, 1967, which mobilised the 
experts to second Indonesia’s appeal for safeguarding Candi Borobudur to 
UNESCO, to appreciate the impact made by imaging technology on ilmu pur-
                                            
19 See Soekmono, Menapak Jejak Arkeologi Indonesia. MU:3 Books (2002), pp 
20 These were made by H. C. Cornelius in 1814-15. 
21 The debate involved the techniques of realistic drawing and photography, altough, admittedly, 
this debate has been pushed in the background by the related debate about the authorship of 
the publications in which the documented images—drawings or photographs alike—should ap-
pear. 
22 It was put forward by the painter W.O.J. Nieuwenkamp in 1931. See De Casparis (1981: 70, 
83).  
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bakala. Raffles asked Cornelius to make drawings of Candi Borobudur, which he 
intended to publish separately, but still in relation to, his History of Java, as more 
proof of the outstanding craftsmanship of masonry the building possessed; ma-
sonry being a topic close to Raffles’ heart as a Mason.23 The photographs and 
drawings of Candi Borobudur produced in the mid-nineteenth century by, re-
spectively, A. Schaefer in 1845 and F. C. Wilsen in 1849, were meant not just to 
illustrate the planned monograph, but to become accurate representations of 
the monument and, at the same time, works of art in their own right. The quest 
for better accuracy, thus hinting at the development of science, however, over-
shadowed the artistic value of the images and so J. van Kinsbergen was re-
quested to redo the photography in 1873, followed by others, including Kasian 
Cephas. The huge monographs on Candi Borobudur published by Krom in 
1927 and van Erp in 1931 were reproduced in a very large format so that they 
were able to hold the large photographs, with all the details of the monument 
that they recorded. These photographs are still being used today to gauge the 
severity of stone corrosion, such as was done in 1926, when ahli purbakala of 
the Oudheidkundige Dienst made use of 1910 photographs, leading to the re-
construction of Candi Prambanan. 
The reconstruction of the Shiva temple of the Prambanan complex … 
was the main source of the conflicts between Krom and Bosch in the 
1920s [and] was successfully executed [but not completed by] Stutter-
heim [and] architect-restorer V. R. van Romondt … Respectively repre-
senting archaeological science and architectural techniques, they dem-
                                            
23 Raffles was initiated in 1811 and raised on July 5, 1813  at the Lodge de Vriendschap in Su-
rabaya. See Denslow and Truman (2013). 
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onstrated in the most convincing way the justification of a far-reaching 
reconstruction without violating the established principles of restoring 
monuments (Anom 2005: 53). 
 These principles changed over time with the gaining of new insights from 
ilmu purbakala and new techniques, but the habit of combining disciplines, in 
the light of available equipment, instruments and people, to produce the know-
how required to accomplish a restoration did not. 
The consistency in abiding by the rules on the one hand and allowing al-
ternatives on the other was universally appreciated, and in some neigh-
bouring countries was even adopted to serve as a model. For Indonesia 
it became a tradition that was routinely implemented, and was the main 
theme in the training of field technicians (Anom 2005: 53). 
 Soekmono envisioned technology as an important means for ilmu pur-
bakala to catch up with archaeology in the rest of the world. As the new Director 
of Indonesia’s archaeological service he wanted to bring ilmu purbakala to the 
level of archaeological practices that were acknowledged internationally. How-
ever, when the opportunity came in the form of the Borobudur Restoration Pro-
ject, there were simply not enough ahli purbakala for a successful transfer of the 
chemico-archeological, technico-archeological, as well as documentation tech-
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The “BBC” 
The Borobudur Restoration Project of 1973-1983 produced 77 technicians, or 
more precisely Tenaga Ahli Madya. They were the bearers of hope for Soek-
mono. 
 In 2011, I had the chance to accompany Soekmono’s student, Professor 
Mundarjito, to Borobudur. He was interviewing the technicians of the Borobudur 
Restoration Project to prepare a book-chapter. The book was produced to 
commemorate the centennial anniversary of the 1907-1911 Restoration of 
Borobudur.  
 The interview was more like a reunion, but between teacher and students 
rather than between peers. However, here I saw for the first time how an ar-
chaeologist was taught about ilmu purbakala by technicians. Combining insight 
gained from the field and the experience of handling instruments and equip-
ments, the technicians shared details about the reconstruction of Candi Boro-
budur that the professor did not know. The details were delicate, related to dif-
ferences of millimeters in the context of a rebuilding a 100-meter long wall of 
beautiful carvings. Yet, the details were also mind-blowing, since they were also 
related to a combination between the application of photogrammetry and parts 
of the old techniques of steen zoekers (stone scouts) and steen stellers (stone 
matchers). 
 I had never heard about these techniques before, but they were also un-
familiar to Mundarjito. Both of us were shocked to hear that these technicians 
believed that the reconstruction of Prambanan would have never progressed, 
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even under Stutterheim, without steen zoekers and steen stellers. Unfortunately, 
the technicians themselves were not practicing all of the techniques, for they in-
volve painful meditation. They proved to us, however, that it is able to sense 
minute differences on stone surfaces by just probing with their hands, and 
showed us that these differences could alter the course of restoring a whole 
building. At Candi Borobudur, for instance, they showed at the uppermost ter-
race, that wooden pillars were installed on the balustrade that would have sup-
ported a roof. Then again, they also told Mundarjito that in the 1973-1983 resto-
ration they were able to test their hunches with superior technology.  
 Coming back from Borobudur, I met a student of Mundarjito who is em-
ployed by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. We chatted about the prepara-
tions for the centennial anniversary. I mentioned the interview and wanted to 
share the feeling of respect that I have for the technicians, when he interrupted 
me: 
 “Oh, you mean the BBC?”  
“BBC?”  
“Yes, BBC. Borobudur’s Boys Club.”  
“What do you mean …?”  
“Yeah. Boys Club. Soekmono’s Boys. Can do no wrong. They know 
everything and anything when it comes to restorations.” 
 I was not sure how to react, but I remembered that other younger ar-
chaeologists have a lot more respect for the technicians. The archaeologist 
tempered his previous statement by explaining: 
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“You see, they had the best training possible. Never again was there a 
project as large and as complex as Borobudur. They had the whole 
spectrum of restoration to work with. And they had the best experts to 
learn from. In the field. Their training was world-class. But archaeology 
has developed further since Borobudur. Sometimes it is hard to discuss 
matters with them and that is a problem, particularly when they are your 
superior officer.” 
 The training courses of the tenaga ahli madya covered general subjects, 
chemical archaeology, and technical archaeology. Lectures about the general 
subjects were divided into Introduction to Archaeology, Indonesia’s Cultural His-
tory, Indonesia’s Architectural History, and English. Chemical archaeology com-
prised micro-biology, chemistry, petrology, and stone decay. Technical archae-
ology comprised topography, construction techniques, soil mechanics, and con-
crete structures. All these courses were led by respected Indonesian experts. 
Furthermore, the training also included fieldwork, where the trainees had to 
conduct archaeological excavations, which were tied to seminars on archaeo-
logical methods. 
 The training was not bound to the site of Borobudur. Chemical archae-
ology trainees had the chance to practice at the laboratory of the Faculty of Ag-
riculture of Universitas Gadjah Mada in Yogyakarta. Neither was the training 
confined to the training grounds. Trainees had the chance to study the micro-
climate of Borobudur with meteorology instruments that were placed outside of 
the project site. And, furthermore, the training also took the form of hands-on 
exercises, when the trainees had to take part in experiments led by the Project’s 
experts to develop methods of applying chemical substances to clean, treat, 
and glue stones together in the field. By the same technical archaeology trainees 
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had to engage in practices of measuring and drawing parts of the building, 
measuring soil and mapping terrains, and producing visual records according to 
photogrammetry procedures. 
 For three years, the trainees had to study, practice, and work at the 
same time. Had they been in an ordinary educational institution, they would have 
obtained a diploma. Yet, a ‘normal’ diploma would not convey their expertise, 
since in these three years they had the chance to put theories into practice, and 
tested their knowledge under the supervision of experts. These experts included 
international experts, who were already working in the field. The challenge thus 
was not only a test of their own but also their teachers’ knowledge. In other 
words, it was a challenge to ilmu purbakala, for none of the international ex-
perts—except Bernet Kempers—had been involved in the restoration of monu-
ments in Indonesia, or Southeast Asia for that matter, within the Indonesian tra-
dition. 
 One of the technicians, a photographer of the restoration project, re-
members a particularly interesting ‘confrontation’ that involved technical archae-
ology trainees and Dr J. Dumarcay, the famous architect.24 
“Dumarcay had already prepared the technical drawings for the recon-
struction of the balustrade at the lowest northern side of the Candi. 
Workers have placed the stones nearby. The trainees looked at the 
drawing, then examined the stones, back to the drawing. Several times. 
They sensed that something was wrong with the drawing. 
                                            
24 Jacques Dumarcay was until his retirement an architect with the Ecole Francaise d’Extreme 
Orient, specialising in the monuments of Southeast Asia. On Borobudur he wrote among others 
an architectural history (see Dumarcay 1977). 
  131 
They had helped their friends of chemico-archaeology in treating the 
stones, so they knew the stones quite well. [And] since there was time, 
they experimented with the stones on the ground. They assembled them 
to form the balustrade, then measured with photogrammetry. It turned 
out, Dumarcay was wrong. His drawing was too technical, too clean. 
In the drawing, the reconstructed balustrade would form a perfect angle 
with the eastern balustrade. There were ten meters of the north and ten 
meters of the east. However, when the northern part was assembled, it 
showed that the balustrade did not make a straight line. So, when the 
eastern part of the balustrade would be assembled, the corner would 
not form a perfect angle and probably the northern and eastern stones 
would not match.” 
 I was intrigued. This story relates to the claims of the technicians that I 
had heard earlier during the interview. 
“So, what did they do?” 
“Nothing. They were just trainees.” 
“Then, how did the restoration turn out?” 
“I do not really remember. But, I think there were some problems with 
that section. Perhaps they adjusted.” 
 Adjusting means arranging the position of the stones in such a manner 
that they fit, notwithstanding the original position of the stones. It does not nec-
essarily mean to harm the authenticity of a monument, however, because over 
the years, due to sagging or slanting, it might be impossible to calculate exactly 
the original position. What is possible is to intuitively formulate the intention of 
the builders. Thus, reconstruction is more often than not a matter of interpreta-
tion. And here the judgment of an expert is, for obvious reasons, valued higher 
than those of a trainee. 
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 Of course, there is also the possibility that the trainees had incorrectly re-
assembled the stones on the ground. But what matters here is that the trainees 
actually carried on the tradition of ilmu purbakala, which started to develop with 
the introduction of anastylosis, utilising available instruments and equipments, 
using insights from chemical-archaeology to solve problems of architecture, and 
thereby created a solution of technical-archaeology. One reason why they did 
not speak up was the growing tendency to compartmentalise ilmu purbakala, 
which is discussed in Chapter 3 of this dissertation. 
 Suparno, the youngest of the technicians among Mundarjito’s interview-
ees, explained that it was a rather overwhelming experience to be involved in 
such a complex project as the restoration of Candi Borobudur. Even more, 
many of the trainees had no clue whatsoever restoration meant at that time. “I 
thought I was going to work in a restaurant,” Suparno remembers. Although he 
came from a family deeply involved in restoration projects—his grandfather was 
a steen steller and his father was a steen zoeker—and his parents’ residence is 
situated next to the Prambanan complex, he only remembered his mother’s ac-
tivity in relation to purbakala. She was running a food stall.25 
                                            
25 Actually, Suparno’s association between “restorasi” (restoration) and “restoran” (restaurant) is 
not that strange. The executive trains in Indonesia have a special car that holds a restaurant. It is 
called gerbong restorasi (restaurant car). But, Suparno’s logic was, “Since Borobudur was a 
much larger project than Prambanan, the restoration would involve more people. Therefore, if in 
Prambanan simple food stalls were sufficient, then in Borobudur a restaurant might be neces-
sary. 
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 I was sitting in Suparno’s own food stall, a Warung Bakmi, which is quite 
famous in the region of Borobudur and beyond. Suparno, in his late 50s, retired, 
remembered his father.  
“He taught me photography. But not just any kind of photography. Real 
photography, with a twin-reflex lens camera, developing your own nega-
tives and prints, with all the chemicals and so on …” 
“Did your father teach you how to do archaeological documentation?” 
“No. He was a stone matcher. A very dedicated one at that. So dedi-
cated, he passed away while working at a restoration project in Makas-
sar.” 
 A moment passed. We were talking about ilmu purbakala, technology 
and the techniques of restoration. I wanted to see the link between the past and 
the future. Were the techniques of the stone stellers and stone matchers passed 
on to the technicians? Were there any attempts to further integrate the techni-
cians’ insights with the experts’ technologies? 
“I think, the younger generation has got it wrong. They now have all the 
technology at hand. What we once sensed can now be proved with la-
ser scanning. In the past, I had to count my films before making photo-
graphs. Now, it’s digital. You can make as many pictures as you want, 
download the files, clean the card, and start again. But, what have they 
produced?” 
“Actually, I believe, quite a lot. The laser scan images are striking. Work 
in the chemical laboratory continues to produce new conservation 
methods …” 
“Yes, that’s right. But, there’s nothing new. They just carry on what has 
been done before. They just lack the spirit.” 
“The spirit to do what?” 
“Going forward. Trying out new things. Digging deeper into purbakala.” 
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 Suparno, in my opinion, has all the rights to speak out. After being trained 
as photographer for chemical archaeology, he went on to learn the photogram-
metry of the technical archaeology department of the Borobudur Restoration 
Project. After the physical part of the project was completed, he engaged in the 
documentation of photographs. Continuing to work in Borobudur, he docu-
mented visits of VIPs, which is an art in itself, because it involves engaging with 
protocol. Furthermore, Suparno learned to conduct aerial photography while he 
was accompanying Soekmono in an archaeological survey of the eastern coast 
of Sumatera. He also learned GIS mapping when he was accompanying 
Mundarjito in a fieldwork, which span over several years and led to Mundarjito’s 
groundbreaking dissertation. 
 “The same goes for my colleagues but in different fields. Several studied 
further and became archaeologists. Some became high-ranking officials. 
Those from the technical archaeology department, a few of them, went 
as far as Cambodia in their work.” 
“But, what about the technology? Did they ever brought it further, creat-
ing new methods for instance, or new tools?” 
“No, I don’t think so. What they did is bringing the results of archaeology 
(hasil arkeologi) closer to the people (masyarakat). 
“Is that the ilmu purbakala?” 
“Yes, but ilmu not in the sense of science. That is archaeology. This is 
ilmu in the sense of …” 
 Suparno was struggling for words. He could not define ilmu purbakala. 
But, I would say that what is meant by ilmu purbakala is the combination of in-
sights gained from several scientific disciplines—particularly archaeology and 
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architecture, but also geology, biology, and so on—with technologies used to 
support works of restoration, with the aim of preserving, but at the same time 
promoting, the wisdom reproduced in artifacts, including monuments such as 
Candi Borobudur. 
 In Indonesia, this combination is developed traditionally. It is upheld by 
technicians as ‘the way we do restoration’. Yet, in the Netherlands it is taught as 
the scientific discipline of oudheidkunde. The website of the Vrije Universiteit te 
Amsterdam promotes its Oudheidkunde department as follows: 
Traditionally, the study of antiquities is fragmented by a great deal of dis-
ciplines: archaeology, history, linguistics, literature, philosophy, religious 
studies, and so on. With oudheidkunde, we want to break through the 
compartmentalisation. Oudheidkunde is interdisciplinary. We want to 
educate people that are familiar with several disciplines that are related 
to antiquities: people that are afraid neither of idiosyncrasy of an antique 
text nor of the prospect of conducting excavations. An education that al-
lows you to master the combination of knowledge and skills can you ob-
tain only at the Vrije Universiteit (accessed 21 January 2013). 
 Leaving aside the promotional claim about the uniqueness of the VU, the 
kind of compartmentalisation mentioned in the website is, I believe, what has 
hindered the Borobudur Restoration Project from becoming a vehicle for the de-
velopment of purbakala. It is the result but also the raison d’être of the complex-
ity of the project. And it went further as I aim to show in the next chapter. Here, I 
want to go further and reveal how the project also became an arena of the 
separation of archaeology, or arkeologi to be more precise, from ilmu purbakala. 
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The Big Hidden Debate  
I have argued so far that ilmu purbakala started as a science of antiquities that 
combined several scientific disciplines, yet since 1945 became more interested 
in the production of people—the ahli purbakala. I have also provided reasons to 
believe that transfer of technology was aimed to become a way of bringing ilmu 
purbakala forward, but the largest opportunity to put technology to work for ilmu 
purbakala turned out to become a problem. The Borobudur Restoration Project 
an end in its own right. In this part I want to push the argument further by show-
ing that the Borobudur Restoration Project also became an arena for the proc-
ess of separating arkeologi from ilmu purbakala. Suparno remembers vaguely an 
event that may be a milestone of this process. 
“They were standing below the hill next to the Candi, Pak Soekmono 
and Pak Oti [Mundarjito]. I was standing next to them, because I docu-
mented the archaeological excavations conducted by Pak Mundarjito. I 
don’t really recall all what they were saying, but it seems that Pak Soek-
mono reminded Pak Oti not to waste time on the interpretation of the 
findings. It must have been something important.” 
 It was important what Soekmono and Mundarjito were talking about, for 
they were debating about the importance of archaeological research in the 
reconstruction of the cultural history of Borobudur. Mundarjito’s memories are 
much more vivid. 
“It was actually one of a series of debates that I had with Pak Soek-
mono.” 
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I was all ears. We were sitting in Suparno’s Warung Bakmi; Suparno was listen-
ing in. Mundarjito talked in layman terms, since he knew that I was not an ar-
chaeologist. 
“It started in Trowulan. We were planning the restoration of a candi ben-
tar, you know,  the kind of open gate, not the Paduraksa type. This type 
comprises two identical parts. Yet, the one in Trowulan was broken. One 
part was standing only to half of the other’s height. 
Pak Soekmono wanted to restore the broken part only as far as to en-
sure that it would not deteriorate further. But, I was against it. I wanted 
to restore it to its full height. 
Pak Soekmono argued that we do not have archaeological proof to 
make such a restoration, but I replied that archaeological interpretation is 
acceptable in this case. Since it was a candi bentar, and all candi bentar 
have identical halves, it would be only a matter of finding the stones and 
copy exactly the other half that has been kept intact.” 
“And, what did Pak Soekmono say.” 
“He agreed.” 
“And in Borobudur?” 
“Borobudur was different. I was doing archaeological research and 
found many sherds, besides stupikas and so on. I was interested in the 
sherds, but Pak Soekmono thought they were rubbish.” 
“Why rubbish?” 
“Maybe they have been thrown away in the past, but actually they were 
clues. If analysed properly, they could—and actually they did—reveal 
their origin. Once we know where they came from, we can reconstruct 
the cultural history: whether they were produced in the region, whether 
they came by way of trade, and so on.” 
“That seems quite important.” 
“Yes, but Pak Soekmono didn’t want anything of it.” 
“Oh. What did he say?” 
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“He said: ‘Oti. What’s the point of digging in some rubbish like that when 
you have a whole monument to work on?” 
 It is a tradition of ilmu purbakala to conduct archaeological excavations 
during restoration work in Indonesia. Many times, archaeological research is not 
done extensively enough before a restoration is planned. This means, due to the 
lack of data, the context of the artifact that is to be restored, the cultural history 
where it plays a part, has not been reconstructed. Restoration projects usually 
set aside only a small portion of their budgets to ‘enrich’ the data through addi-
tional archaeological research. 
 At the Borobudur Restoration Project, the archaeological research was of 
three kinds. The first was ethnoarchaeology, which looked for practices of using 
artifacts that were similar to those found in the site of Borobudur or found in the 
form of pictures in the reliefs. Mundarjito found that there was a relation between 
Candi Borobudur and the people of Nglipoh, a pottery-maker village, about 
three kilometers to the South. He formulated a hypothesis, relating the variety of 
sherds to the fact that Nglipoh only made one kind of water jars, that there was 
a market economy in Borobudur at the time of the monument’s construction. 
 Furthermore, probing deeper into the possible existence of a system of 
villages, archaeological surveys were conducted in 1975-76, within a radius of 
five kilometers, to locate other artifacts. Indeed, remains of no less than 30 can-
dis were found, and all of them— except Pawon, Mendut, and Ngawen—had 
marks of Hinduism. Many other artifacts found suggest that Borobudur might 
have been an area that played a central role in Java’s cultural history around the 
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construction period of Candi Borobudur, including a great number of votive stu-
pikas and tablets, pots and potsherds, cups, bowls, tempayan, basins, kendi, 
lids, oil lamps, and even statues. 
 However, the discoveries have not been followed up in a thorough man-
ner and archaeological excavations stopped for quite long time once the physi-
cal restoration of Candi Borobudur was completed in 1983. Furthermore, exca-
vations that were conducted within the compound of the restoration project 
were done “hastily and only in random trial trenches” (Anom 2005: 164). 
“This is what we call Rescue Archaeology. Do you still remember, Parno, 
we were working literally in front and in the back of rapidly advancing 
bulldozers.” 
“Yes, I remember Pak. It was hectic.” 
“Even, sometimes it was the bulldozers that discovered findings.” 
“Yes, I remember the two statues.” 
“Yes, and there were also clay stupas and seals. Many artifacts … sadly, 
their stratigraphic position could not be accurately known, for the ground 
was already disturbed when we started digging.” 
“Oh, does this mean that the data are useless?” 
“No. We still could to some typologies and with the help of laboratory 
analysis formulate some hypotheses. But that is not much. Far from 
enough to reconstruct the cultural history of Borobudur.” 
 On this account, even Soekmono was disappointed with how things 
were progressing during the Borobudur Restoration Project. On the discoveries 
by the bulldozers, he remarked: “As if mocking archaeological research, the 
bulldozers that were used by the contractors to pave the ground discovered 
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rather important archaeological data, only a few meters from the excavation 
trenches” (Soekmono 2002: 46). But, still, as the Project Manager, he did not 
want to spend more time on further archaeological research to test the hypothe-
ses. Mundarjito remembered: 
“This is what we call Contract Archaeology. You work only as far as the 
contract allows, not following the data as is usual in archaeology.” 
“So, the research just stopped?” 
“Yes. Just like that.” 
“Might it have been the case that, after all, Pak Soekmono was actually 
still following the old Dutch paradigm, where all that matters are the 
monuments?” 
Mundarjito took some time before he replied to my question. Suparno, who was 
listening in, was also ‘anxiously’ awaiting the answer. Finally: 
“Yes, I guess you can say so.” 
 Suparno seemed to make a mental note. As for me, I felt that Mundar-
jito’s answer confirmed one of my assumptions about the history of ilmu pur-
bakala.26 Soekmono wanted to shift the paradigm of Indonesia’s archaeology, 
but in Borobudur, he was not able to integrate the restoration into the develop-
                                            
26 A “third generation” archaeologist of Indonesia, Mindra Faizaliskandar, wrote about the crisis 
of Indonesian archaeology in the 1980s, based on Thomas Kuhn’s work on scientific paradigms. 
In the 1980s, “second generation” archaeologists, such as Mundarjito, Bambang Sumadio, Ph. 
Subroto and Timbul Haryono, questioned the strategic value of the “old paradigm”, which is 
based on the pre-war research of, mostly Dutch, orientalists, which was then geared towards 
the reconstruction of Indonesia’s cultural history in the post-war years. Mindra does not elabo-
rate what exactly is being emphasized by the “old paradigm” and by the “new paradigm”; but, it 
seems that he was writing against the classifications of artefacts and sub-disciplines of the Indo-
nesian archaeology based on historical periods—Prehistory, Classic, Islam … and so on (see 
Faizaliskandar 1991. 
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ment of arkeologi. Quite the opposite happened. Archaeology became a part of 
the project, with archaeologists still playing the role of experts, but not very dif-
ferently to other technical experts, and under conditions that were similar as 
those of the contractual workers: targets and deadlines, related to the progress 
of the restoration works, and not events in the time of constructing or using an 
artifact, were directing the actions. 
 The names of the different archaeological research Mundarjito was ex-
plaining, however, are telling. Ilmu purbakala—or oudheidkunde for that mat-
ter—does not distinguish ethnoarchaeology, rescue archaeology, and contrac-
tual archaeology. One of these names can be related to Lewis Binford, who 
made major contributions to the development of ethnoarchaeology in the 1960s. 
Although ethnoarchaeology was a popular subject of archaeological research by 
Indonesian scholars and students in the 1980s, Binford is better known among 
Indonesian archaeologists of the 21st century as the reformer of archaeology in 
the 1960s, and as the main proponent of processual archaeology. This archae-
ology is known in Indonesia as an archaeological aliran (stream), which aims to 
shift attention from artifacts as markers of periods in cultural history to artifacts 
as archaeological records, promotes the implementation of universal methodo-
logical principles instead of ideosyncratic “digging”, and places archaeological 
knowledge at the same level, not as a part of, history, as scientific knowledge in 
its own right. It was the ‘second generation’ ahli purbakala who came back from 
their post-graduate studies abroad, particularly the USA and Australia, who 
opted to join this aliran for a while, in order to distinguish arkeologi from sejarah 
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(history). One of the markers of this shift was the renaming of the only organisa-
tion that by law is permitted to conduct archaeological excavations, the founda-
tion of producing archaeological knowledge, from Pusat Penelitian Purbakala 
dan Peninggalan Nasional (Research Centre for Antiquity and National Heritage) 
to Pusat Penelitian Arkeologi Nasional (National Archaeological Research Centre) 
in 1980, following the split of Dinas Purbakala into a research division and a 
conservation division in 1975.  
 However, Indonesian archaeologists of the “second generation” contin-
ued to follow theoretical developments in the archaeological knowledge produc-
tion centres of the USA and Western Europe. In the 1990s, related to the inter-
pretive turn that became popular in the circles of Indonesia’s social sciences 
and humanities in the 1980s through the work of anthropologist Clifford 
Geertz—yet by way of feeling the need of better understanding the Java that 
was hegemonised by Ben Anderson—Binford-styled Arkeologi Paradigma Baru 
(New Archaeology) was criticised for failing to establish arkeologi as a peer 
among other scientific disciplines, particularly in relation to history. Using theo-
retical discussions of particularly Ian Hodder, efforts were made to present arti-
facts as material culture, followed by applying hermeneutics and emphasising 
context in their interpretation. In the keynote speech of the commemoration of 
Hari Arkeologi (Archaeological Day) in 2003, ‘second generation’ archaeologist 
Noerhadi Magetsari formulated the importance of archaeological research as 
part of the endeavour to understand culture, thus attempting to bring the busi-
ness of archaeology away from the interests of the State towards the develop-
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ment of science.27 This view was further underlined by another ‘second genera-
tion’ archaeologist, Professor Nunus Supardi, in a festschrift for Professor Soe-
jono—the first head of Pusat Penelitian Purbakala dan Peninggalan Nasional, 
who also changed the name of the organisation to become Pusat Penelitian 
Arkeologi Nasional—that was entitled “Prof. Dr. R. P. Soejono dan Cita-Cita 
Kemandirian Arkeologi Indonesia” (Prof. Dr. R. P. Soejono and the Ambition of 
Indonesian Archaeology to Achieve Sovereignty).28 It was thus the case that 
‘second generation’ archaeologists have not been sharing Soekmono’s way of 
developing archaeology out of ilmu purbakala. They believe that arkeologi has to 
free itself from the tasks given to ilmu purbakala, particularly the reconstruction 
of cultural history, to establish itself as a science of culture, acknowledged inter-
nationally as such by following theoretical trends of the knowledge production 
centres of the USA and Western Europe, and then, after reaching a certain level 
of maturity in producing scientific knowledge, contributing to national develop-
ment by providing theoretical insights about culture. 
 This view emphasises the power of archaeological knowledge. However, 
it is now being criticised by the ‘third generation’ of archaeologists, particularly 
Daud Aris Tanudirjo from the University of Gadjah Mada, who studied in Austra-
lia at the time Australian archaeology was ideologically attacked by descendants 
of indigenous people whose remains were studied and kept in laboratories. 
                                            
27 Professor Noerhadi Magetsari, or Pak Nanung, was speaking in the context of liberating 
arkeologi from the burden of having to deal with and being restricted by the bureaucracy of the 
State. This problem of organising the development of arkeologi is discussed in Chapter 5 of this 
dissertation. 
28 See Nunus Supardi (2006). 
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Starting his critique of arkeologi as harbinger of ancient truths, he wrote a paper 
about the problem of identity in Indonesian archaeological research. Showing 
that there two ways of discussing identity in archaeology, he argued that Indo-
nesian archaeology has been working towards the formulation of Indonesia’s 
national identity with artifacts that have been understood in terms of ethnic iden-
tity (see Tanudirjo 2010). This methodological flaw was overlooked due to the 
fact that epistemologically Indonesian archaeology is still trapped in the extraor-
dinary position that arkeologi has enjoyed since the days of oudheidkunde: it is 
an institution for both scientific development and governance. In the case of 
Borobudur, the double-edged sword of arkeologi has been able to unleash its 
power only in terms of describing the Candi as a monument. This view is directly 
the opposite of Soekmono’s final analysis about the importance of Borobudur 
for the development of ilmu purbakala, notwithstanding the internal development 
of ilmu purbakala itself at the time the Borobudur Restoration Project was pro-
gressing: “The main reason for this very fundamental (amat mendasar) change 
[of splitting Dinas Purbakala] is the wish to improve the handling of purbakala 
issues, in accordance to the demands of ilmu purbakala, which were driven by 
the restoration of Candi Borobudur that resulted in extraordinary developments 
and much widened horizon of knowledge (wawasan)” (Soekmono 2002: 49). 
These developments were mainly the application of technologies that supported 
restoration work, whereas the horizon was that of restoration work itself. As for 
the discoveries of Contract Archaeology in Borobudur, Dr Boechari, who ana-
lysed the finds, regretted the quality of data that were produced, except the epi-
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graphic data that provided only a general picture without the possibility to for-
mulate more specific hypotheses (see Boechari 1977; 1976; and Boechari and 
Heriyanti 1979).  
 
I lmu Purbakala and the Being of Borobudur 
Sitting in Suparno’s Warung Bakmi, I was thinking about ilmu purbakala in the 
presence of two people who have been involved in the heritage of Borobudur. 
Mundarjito has been in the development of arkeologi in Borobudur. Suparno 
was involved in the development of the ilmu purbakala of Borobudur. Whereas 
Mundarjito saw the Borobudur Project as an arena for developing arkeologi 
separately from purbakala, Suparno saw the project as an arena for using ilmu 
purbakala in the development of Borobudur. At the most basic level, the differ-
ence lies in the ontology of Borobudur as heritage, whether it is a thing or a 
process. For Mundarjito it seems that the heritage of Borobudur is a thing. Per-
haps not surprisingly, therefore, Mundarjito admitted that he had realised the 
importance of the technicians as producers of knowledge only in the interviews 
that he conducted in 2011, in the course of commemorating the centennial an-
niversary of the 1907-1911 restoration of Candi Borobudur. 
 But heritage is not a thing. It is a process, and, in relation to Borobudur, 
this process has been going on for many centuries, with highlights such as Raf-
fles’ rediscovery of the candi, the documentations in the nineteenth century, as 
well as the restorations in the twentieth century that produced the tenaga ahli 
madya. Borobudur has ‘seen’ it all, including the dynamics of ilmu purbakala. It 
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has ‘witnessed’ the attempted transformation from oudheidkunde to arkeologi 
with the help of technologies, which resulted in the realisation of the need to split 
arkeologi from ilmu purbakala. But its ‘view’ is not unlimited. Hidden from Boro-
budur are the repercussions of the ‘inter-generational’ debates that occurred in 
its vicinity, the influence of New Archaeology and, later, Post-Processual Ar-
chaeology. What it has been seeing is the persistence of ilmu purbakala as a 
tradition, not a scientific discipline, which emphasises the existence of Candi 
Borobudur, although perhaps not in the light of nationalism and more in the style 
of Mount Everest’s first ‘conqueror’, Sir Edmund P. Hillary. Paraphrasing an in-
terview with the mountaineer: “Why do you want to climb Borobudur? – Be-
cause it is there!” 
 I started this chapter with a reflection on the remark made by a heritage 
activist in Yogyakarta. Obviously, anybody can make any claim about Boro-
budur. However, disregarding previous developments of ilmu purbakala means 
only adding to the compartmentalisation of heritage and the fragmentation of the 
being of Borobudur. Both have been fed by the bureaucratic management of 
Candi Borobudur for many years. There is no need to further develop the com-
plexity. What is needed is a revitalisation of ilmu purbakala, to take the tradition 
of caring for monuments such as Borobudur with an amalgam of various scien-
tific disciplines to another level. This tradition started in Netherlands Indies with 
the establishment of oudheidkunde as an issue of governance in 1901, which 
was then made official in 1913. In the Netherlands, today, oudheidkunde is be-
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ing further developed as a scientific discipline, but with insights and concerns 
related to the other ex-colonies of the Empire of the Netherlands. 
 To conclude this chapter, then, I have argued that the being of Boro-
budur has been shaped by ilmu purbakala over the past two centuries. It is lo-
cated in the heritage of Borobudur in the time of purbakala, where the temporal 
modality, fabric and outlook have developed in concert with ilmu purbakala. 
People who live and work in Borobudur, particularly the technicians and archae-
ologists of Balai Konservasi are oriented towards the past in terms of the being 
of Candi Borobudur and use markers of the restorations as markers of pur-
bakala. Their temporal outlook, however, is influenced by the method of ilmu 
purbakala, which says, most importantly, it takes to quite a while to ‘dig out’ 




In the previous chapter I have discussed how the conservation of Borobudur 
was hampered by the fragmentation of purbakala due to the lack of faith in ilmu 
purbakala. In this chapter, I argue that the conservation of Borobudur was also 
impeded by the compartmentalisation of purbakala, which coincided with the 
diminishing of lembaga purbakala’s authority. This process coincided with the 
expansion and contraction of the space of heritage in Borobudur. 
 Lembaga can be translated as institute, league, organisation, or institu-
tion. Yet, related to the theme of this chapter, I use the meaning of institute to 
allude to the historical fact that more than one organisation has been involved in 
the purbakala of Borobudur. However, institution is also appropriate, because it 
hints at the process of transforming norms of restoring purbakala to become 
cultural values about engaging with purbakala.  
 This process is social and therefore involves politics of meaning, which 
intertwine with the ‘bureau-politics’1 of purbakala. In the conservation of Boro-
                                            
1 Office politics is the common term used to describe politicking of individuals and parts of an organisation. 
However, in the case of purbakala, the politicking occurs at the level of bureaucracy, thus the structuring of 
purbakala activities in terms of segmented work areas, where the change of position within the overall or-
ganisational structure of the ministry that oversees purbakala activities can mean change in the aims, tar-
gets, as well as resources available to reach those aims and targets. Placing a bureau strategically to the 
interest of ahli purbakala is thus the ultimate goal. Hence ‘bureau-politics’. Here I refer to Crozier’s theory of 
bureaucracy that says: “… in a bureaucratic system of organisation, parallel power increases in direct ratio 
to its rarity,” where parallel power relationships will develop around areas of uncertainty, “with the concomi-
tant phenomena of dependence and conflict” (Crozier 1967: 192). 
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budur, people who have been living and working around the monument are 
supposed by the State and UNESCO—again the two authorities in the conser-
vation of Borobudur—to uphold the same values as conservers’, where Raffles 
with his admiration for the level of civilisation of ancient Javanese is the ideal 
type of conserver. This did not happen. People living and working in Borobudur 
were sidelined in the process of producing the cultural values, dumbfounded as 
silent witnesses. Yet, I argue further that, in relation to the compartmentalisation 
of purbakala, this marginalisation of people who live and work in Borobudur, al-
though palpable, was a by-product, not a systematic procedure as some activ-
ists and analysts tend to believe.2 The centennial anniversary of 1907-1911 res-
toration of Borobudur, which was organised by Balai Konservasi December 
2011, may show how this can be. 
 The newly appointed Vice-Minister of Education and Culture, in charge in 
cultural affairs, Professor Wiendu Nuryanti, formerly a faculty member of the ar-
chitectural department of Universitas Gadjah Mada and a keen promoter of the 
development of cultural tourism, gave a keynote speech. Thanking the ahli pur-
bakala and the people of Borobudur for their contributions to the successful 
second restoration of Candi Borobudur, she then asked experts to ponder 
about the quality of purbakala: “Kualitas seperti apa yang diinginkan Borobudur 
                                            
2 During fieldwork I often listen to activists using words such as dipinggirkan (pushed aside), dilupakan (for-
gotten), and even di-marjinalkan (marginalised). The media seems to play a role in the widespread of these 
words, since they appear that often in newspapers and tv-news. Then again, they also have adopted activ-
ist-artists jargon. ‘Mungkin, bagi penduduk di sekitar Candi Borobudur dengan tradisi kesenian yang ken-
tal, dengan kosakata yang mereka akrabi seperti “kolaborasi” , “kontemporer”, demonstrasi pun jangan-
jangan mereka hayati sebagai semacam “performance art”.’ [Maybe, for the people who live around Candi 
Borobudur with their traditional artistic habit, and their unique vernacular that contains words such “kolabo-
rasi”, “kontemporer”, it might be possible that they already enjoy demonstrations as “performance art”.] Bre 
Redana, “Fragmen Borobudur” in Kompas, Minggu, 29 Desember 2002. 
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seratus tahun ke depan? Tentu saja bukan Borobudur sebagai monumen, tum-
pukan batu dan relief. Namun juga dari sisi relevansi dalam konteks lintas gen-
erasi” (literally: What kind of quality does Borobudur want in the next one hun-
dred years? Of course not Borobudur as a monument, a pile of stones and re-
liefs. But also from the perspective of relevance in the context of inter-
generation[al continuity]) (Balai Konservasi Borobudur 2013). 
 Inter-generational socialisation of the meaning of Borobudur seems the 
right thing to do. However, at the commemoration it became painfully obvious 
that that is easier said than done. The arrangement of the celebration itself al-
ready revealed one problem. High-ranking officers in the front row, then two 
columns, divided into four groups … the organising segmented people. The left 
front group of seats was designated for experts and representatives of universi-
ties. To its right were seats for officials of various government branches and 
agencies, including also the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Police. The 
group of back-row seats was left for the retired tenaga ahli (“expert workers”; to 
the left of the podium) and heritage activists of Borobudur (to the right of the 
podium). Many of these people, all of the tenaga ahli but only some of the activ-
ists, had witnessed the restoration of Candi Borobudur. They seemed happy to 
be mentioned by the Vice-Minister. It did not seem to bother them that it was 
not one of them who was standing on the podium, talking about transferring 
knowledge of and respect for the monument to the younger generation. It both-
ered me, needless to say.  
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 After the speeches, all were invited to visit the new museum of the resto-
ration of Borobudur. The Vice-Minister went in front, accompanied by the Head 
of Balai Konservasi, explaining the exhibits, although he did not participate in the 
1973-1983 restoration. I know the Head and he is not the person that would 
take credit for other peoples’ work. He just carried out his duty as a government 
official, which in this case is escorting a superior. Yet, he—and his staff for that 
matter—did not calculate the flow of the museum visit properly. As the museum 
is rather small and the guests were in the hundreds, not all could fit. The retired 
tenaga ahli waited outside. The activists, however, went home. Sucoro, one of 
the older activists, was concerned. In a text-message to me he conveyed his 
worries: 
Saya khawatir soal Wiendu. Gimana? (I am worried about Wiendu. Are you 
not?) 
Kenapa? Bagus kan omongannya. (Why? Isn’t it good what she said?) 
Dia otaknya Jagad Jawa. (She was the ‘brain’ behind the Jagad Jawa pro-
posal.) 
Masa? Saya pikir proposalnya dari Semarang. (Was she? I thought it came from 
Semarang?) 
Bukan. Aslinya perusahaan Wiendu yang bikin. (No, it was her firm that made 
the plan originally.) 
 The Jagad Jawa proposal was a plan to relocate souvenir peddlers from 
inside the national park to a new souvenir centre outside of the park, around one 
kilometer away from the main entrance. It was submitted to the Provincial Gov-
ernment of Central Java in 2002. Wiendu’s consultancy firm had formulated the 
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plan (see Engelhardt, Brooks, Schorleimer 2003, particularly Appendix 1). When 
news about the plan went out into the public, activists were gathering in Boro-
budur. Loud protest rallies commenced and drove the Central Java government 
to ask UNESCO for advice. A Reactionary Mission was sent to Borobudur in 
April 2003, which spend a few days in Borobudur and some more in Semarang, 
Yogyakarta, and Jakarta. Based on its findings and previous ‘research’ it wrote 
a report that was against the Jagad Jawa proposal and proposed a new con-
servation paradigm for Borobudur (see Engelhardt, Brooks, Schorleimer 2003, 
particularly the Recommendation Section). For the activists, the mission turned 
out to be in favour of their cause. For the Government of Indonesia, however, it 
caused problems. 
 UNESCO’s involvement in the management of heritage in its members’ 
countries is based on agreements between the UN body and state parties. In 
the case of Borobudur, the state party is the Central Government of the Repub-
lic of Indonesia, not the Provincial Government of Central Java. Lack of coordi-
nation within the state party is mentioned as a problem in the mission’s report, 
which does not discuss the effects of Indonesia’s decentralisation policy that 
commenced only three years before the Jagad Jawa controversy had started. 
The report, however, focused on the problem of dual authority and the lack of 
coordination between Balai Konservasi Borobudur and the state-owned PT 
Taman Nasional Wisata Borobudur, Prambanan dan Ratu Boko, which is in 
charge of managing the tourism of Borobudur. It also evaluated the physical 
condition of the monument and concludes that, although the monument is in 
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good shape, there is room for improvement in certain areas. One among them is 
the management of tourism, which was assessed in the mission’s fieldwork of 
several days as being harmful to the spiritual value of Candi Borobudur.3 
 Interestingly, the timing of the reactionary mission coincided with the end 
of the last phase in the second restoration of Candi Borobudur, which com-
prises twenty years of monitoring after the physical restoration was completed 
(Anom 2005: 211-2). This monitoring was designed to answer several ques-
tions, including of course the sustainability of the preservation and the recon-
struction, but also the question about whether the restoration actually contrib-
uted to the understanding of humanity and the cultural history of Indonesia. The 
last question is not addressed in the report. Instead, it proposes a new conser-
vation paradigm that would involve the development of the cultural landscape of 
Borobudur. I discuss this paradigm in Chapter 4 of this dissertation, but suffice it 
to say here that the new paradigm is supposed to incorporate the interests of 
the State, the ‘communities’, tourism operators, and of course also UNESCO. 
The landscape idea was welcomed by heritage activists. The ahli purbakala, 
however, had reservations. 
 Throughout the controversy about Jagad Jawa and its repercussions,4 
Balai Konservasi Borobudur, ahli purbakala, and the technicians played a rather 
passive role. In discussions about the Jagad Jawa concept, they acted more 
                                            
3 Engelhardt was the highest-ranking officer in cultural affairs of the Asia-Pacific region of UNESCO, 
whereas Brooks was the director of ICOMOS. Alexa Schorleimer, however, was an intern of the UNESCO 
Office Jakarta. 
4 These include another plan, that of the ‘souvenir street’ of Borobudur, the formulations of several master-
plans, as well as the development of Borobudur as a national strategic zone (KSN). Also the Borobudur 
Agitatif Festival that was a response of the Borobudur International Festival. 
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like consultants and not like people with real stakes in the purbakala of Boro-
budur. But, even as such, their authority was questioned by activists. In a 
diskusi publik, organised by the newspaper Suara Merdeka in Yogyakarta, in 
2004, Professor Edi Sedyawati, former Director General for Culture and ‘second 
generation’ archaeologist, explained with an objective tone, the issue of the 
status of Candi Borobudur, saying that a monument is considered ‘dead’ if it is 
no longer in its original use when it was rediscovered. She wanted to mention—
which she did, eventually—that this definition is not contained in the law of pur-
bakala, but is a tradition that ‘we’ have continued from colonial times.5 However, 
a rather agitated activist, Sutomo Ariswara, stood up, and shouted: “But that is 
just another one of the archaeological dogmas!” 
 
Lembaga Purbakala Before and During the War 
I have already argued in the previous chapter that the development of ilmu pur-
bakala was ceasing around 1975 and continued more as a tradition rather than 
a discipline of science. This was possible due to the ‘inseparability’ between 
ilmu purbakala and lembaga purbakala; inseparable, because the people who 
developed ilmu purbakala and who ran lembaga purbakala were actually, gener-
                                            
5 She was perhaps referring to the report of H. P. Berlage, a Dutch architect, who ‘evaluated’ in the context 
of the debate between Bosch and Krom, that the ruins of candis in Java no longer carried meaning for 
spiritual life of the Javanese, and, true to its context, concluded that these monuments did not merit recon-
struction. See Arsip Nasional Indonesia, Jakarta, DIR 1026, Report H. P. Berlage, undated (before 17-12-
1923) as quoted in Marieke Bloembergen and Martijn Eickhoff, “Conserving the past, mobilizing the Indo-
nesian future: Archaeological sites, regime change, and heritage politics in the 1950s” in Bijdragen tot de 
Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde. Vol. 167. No. 4 (2011), p. 408. 
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ally speaking, the same. The following description is based on Soekmono’s arti-
cle about the history of Lembaga Purbakala, except stated otherwise. 
 At any time during the colonial period there were probably only several 
dozen people involved. The Commissie in Nederlandsch-Indie voor Oudheid-
kundig Onderzoek op Java en Madoera, established in 1901 based on the Gou-
vernment Besluit van 18 Mei 1901 No. 4 (Government Decree No. 4 of 18 May 
1901) (Supardi 2007: 18), to coordinate oudheidkundige activities on Java and 
Madura, comprised three persons. Earlier, a commission for the safeguarding of 
Borobudur was established with the Government Decree No. 17 of 21 July 
1900. Both commissions were headed by J.L.A. Brandes, which did not hinder 
Brandes to produce several monographs. 
 The Oudheidkundige Dienst was established in 1913 to bring coordinated 
activities of studying the Ancient in not only Java and Madura but also other 
parts of the Netherlands-Indies’ archipelago and beyond in South and South-
east Asia to a more sustainable level of organisation. It consisted of seven per-
sons. Yet, with the help of local government officers, they managed to produce 
hundreds of reports, describing candis and other monuments. Furthermore, un-
der the leadership of Bosch, from 1916 to 1936, they were able to restore a re-
markable number of monuments, and, more importantly, elaborated anastylosis, 
with the help of Javanese steen zoekers and steen stellers, particularly at the re-
construction of Candi Siwa in Prambanan. In the 1920s, the study of prehistory 
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in Indonesia was initiated by P. V. van Stein Callenfels, who explored Sumatra as 
a member of the Service.6 
 During the War, from 1942 to 1950, the number of people involved in the 
development of purbakala—both the ilmu and the lembaga—decreased signifi-
cantly. There were two lembaga purbakala, Indonesian and Dutch, with 
branches in Makassar and Denpasar. Although the ‘nationalities’ of their organi-
sations were different, there were inter-personal relations between them. Su-
hamir, for instance, led the Indonesian Jawatan Purbakala in Yogyakarta, 1946, 
and further developed ilmu purbakala.7 Yet, in 1949, he was sent by the Oud-
heidkundige Dienst to study in the Netherlands, majoring in engineering. Fur-
thermore, when Jawatan Purbakala became the only lembaga purbakala in In-
donesia, the Dinas Purbakala under the Ministry of Teaching, Education and 
Culture. 
 In the Japanese Occupation period (1942-1945), efforts were made by 
the authorities to erase all traces of Dutch influence. Use of Dutch was forbidden 
and the Indonesian identity was boosted in various artistic activities, including 
literature, theater, and music groups. However, Japanese officers were inter-
                                            
6 See Soekmono (n.d.-3: 9), During the time of the Oudheidkundige Dienst under the leadership of Bosch, 
another branch of oudheidkunde developed, which focused on Islamic antiquities. However, there were 25 
Indonesian technicians in the Dienst, among others, Suhamir who was being prepared to become head of 
the Technical Section in Yogyakarta since the 1940s, and Samingoen, who actually became the head of 
that office in 1956. See Soekmono (2002: 11). Clearly, more historical research needs to be done to fully 
appreciate the contributions of the technicians to the development of ilmu purbakala, for it was they who 
continued the work ethic and the practical knowledge gathered in the field, and thereby helped to under-
stand places of purbakala importance. 
7 He found at Ratuboko in Central Java, a unique building that resembled the foot of a candi, no roof, but 
with an uncovered well in the middle. Suharmir interpreted this finding as a cremation facility, which was a 
first in Indonesia’s purbakala. See Soekmono (n.d.-3: 17). 
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ested in Borobudur and asked personnel of lembaga purbakala to conduct 
small-scale research at the monument.   
 In 1951, all leaders except one were Dutch experts: Bernet Kempers as 
the head, van Romondt as head of the Construction Section, H.R. van Heek-
eren as head of the Prehistory Section, J. G. de Casparis as head of the Epigra-
phy Section, and J. van den End-Blom as head of the Hinduistic Section, Soe-
warno as head of the Construction Section of Jawa at the Yogyakarta branch, 
and J. C. Krijgsman as head of the Construction Section in Denpasar. They 
taught at the university and also published a journal of ilmu purbakala. 
 In 1953, Soekmono and Satyawati Suleiman graduated as ahli purbakala, 
writing theses under the supervision of Bernet Kempers. Soekmono became the 
first Indonesian to head the lembaga purbakala. Afterward, more ahli purbakala 
were produced and, one by one, the Dutch experts left: van Romondt in 1953, 
but to take up a position as lecturer at the Technical Faculty of Universitas Indo-
nesia in Bandung; de Casparis in 1954; van Heekeren in 1956; Krijgsman in 
1957; and van den End-Blom in 1958. The ‘first generation’ Indonesian archae-
ologists that replaced them are, besides Soekmono and Satyawati: Boechari, 
who graduated in 1958 in the field of epigraphy; R. P. Soejono, who graduated 
in 1959 in prehistory; Uka Tjandrasasmita, who graduated in 1960 in Islamology; 
Samingoen, who graduated in 1961 in architecture; Soediman, who graduated 
in 1962 in archaeology; and M. Soekarto, who graduated in 1962 in epigraphy. 
They continued the traditions of developing ilmu purbakala along the work of 
lembaga purbakala. 
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 In 1963, this tradition became problematic. The budget of Dinas Pur-
bakala was increased. But, true to the tradition of lembaga purbakala, Soek-
mono chose to go forward by way of developing projects. Four projects were 
designed: the restoration of Candi Borobudur; the large-scale excavation of the 
capital city of Majapahit at Trowulan, East Java; the widespread excavation of 
prehistoric sites; and the deepening of the study of epigraphic material. These 
projects continued the work on purbakala—and the way of classifying Indone-
sian antiquities—that was developed by the Oudheidkundige Dienst. The in-
creased budget was only a stimulus to develop lembaga purbakala. In fact, it 
turned out that the money sufficed only to work on the first project, the restora-
tion of Candi Borobudur. And, even here, it was not enough to complete the 
task and thereby to help Dinas Purbakala to bring lembaga purbakala forward, 
away from the traditions of the Oudheidkundige Dienst and toward internation-
ally accepted standards of conducting archaeological research and managing 
archaeological artifacts and sites. 
 
Organising the Second Restoration of Borobudur 
It is customary for the ahli purbakala to set the beginning of the second Boro-
budur Restoration Project in the year 1973. However, it actually started ten 
years earlier. More precisely, preparation started in 1963 with field tests, which 
were conducted in the light of 19488 and 19569 studies, as well as the results of 
                                            
8 In 1948, two Indian archaeologists conducted a survey to understand the chemical processes that were 
the cause of stone deterioration, a problem that was known as ‘stone cancer’. See Srinivasan, K.R. (1950). 
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the 1907-1911 restoration that was led by van Erp. The year 1973 is thus better 
linked to the beginning of the international project that is commonly called the 
‘UNESCO Restoration’, although the Government of Indonesia financed two-
thirds of the USD 20 million that were spent, and Indonesian experts led the pro-
ject, while collaborating with their international counterparts.  
 Here it is worth noting that histories about the restoration process 
rarely—if at all—mention upheavals. There were demonstrations in Borobudur 
and Jakarta,10 and debates between experts that at times had to be bridged by 
a special committee, not that different to the committee that was set up by the 
colonial administration to resolve the dispute between Bosch and Krom. And, 
lastly, one other fact should be highlighted. Tourism did not come after the pro-
ject as an afterthought. It was part of the plan as soon as the restoration be-
came a national project and became even more important when the restoration 
became an international project. There were changes and in this part I want to 
show how bureaucracatic matters related to the Borobudur Restoration Project 
shifted orientations, altered emphasis, and, in the process, helped to diminish 
the authority of lembaga purbakala. 
 As mentioned earlier, the project started in 1960, when a plan was 
drafted and submitted to the Central Government by Dinas Purbakala, with the 
                                                                                                                             
9 In 1955, UNESCO send a mission to look further into the stone deterioration problem. The report also 
contained information about other problems to the preservation of Candi Borobudur (see Coremans, P. 
1958; 1968a; 1968b; 1968c). 
10 These demonstrations were not against the project itself, but against archaeological excavations that put 
villagers in danger due to lack of signage in the early 1970s and against forced relocation in the early 
1980s. Sucoro, a native of the hamlet that stood next to the Candi, has produced numerous articles about 
the resistance (see Sucoro, Sucoro Cerita, unpublished manuscript in CD-ROM format). 
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request for funding, in 1960. While waiting for response, and with the conviction 
that there was no other way than to modernise restoration with heavy equip-
ment, Dinas Purbakala asked the local government and the engineering corps of 
the army for help, a move that was very much in the tradition of lembaga pur-
bakala since the Oudheidkundige Dienst, if not before.11 But, solutions could not 
be found. Technology did not come cheap and, hence, money became a big 
issue.  
 It became an even bigger issue when, in August 1963, the Central Gov-
ernment finally decided to set aside IDR 33 million for the restoration of Boro-
budur. The sum was IDR 3 million higher than the funds requested in 1960, but 
due to inflation the value of the funds was only one-tenth what it had been in 
1960. Even the Presidential Aid in the form of the allowance of using special 
funds up to the sum of IDR 500 million per year, for five years after 1965, did not 
solve the money problem. Nevertheless, in 1963, with the available budget, pre-
paratory work commenced with more precise measurement and drawing of the 
stones of Borobudur, petrography, photography, investigations of the founda-
tion of the building and soil mechanics, as well as the construction of temporary 
shelters for the experts. 
 The political upheaval of 1965 halted all work, but also gave the restorers 
some time to think about the money problem. They realised that once started, 
restoration work had to be carried to completion, otherwise it would cause more 
                                            
11 Cornelius, who helped Raffles to make the drawings of Borobudur, was an engineer of the Netherlands-
Indies army. 
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harm to Candi Borobudur than good due to the already expose stones. But, 
they also believed that the work had to be done with the help of heavy equip-
ment, such as large cranes, and these were not to be mobilised without enough 
money. Buddhist societies helped to raise funds in relation to the Vesak Day 
celebrations of 1965; but the sum was far from enough. Nevertheless, the partial 
dismantling of two walls of Candi Borobudur did start, if only for the sake of fur-
ther investigation. The restoration budget was enlarged by IDR 500 million, but 
at that time IDR 1.5 billion was needed. Furthermore, in 1967 it became clear 
that the traditional way of organising restorations, that is by combining the 
forces of two teams—a team of senior officers of the Dinas Purbakala and a 
team of senior officers of the local government—with the insights of the ahli pur-
bakala, which happened to be the senior officers of the Dinas Purbakala, with 
funding from the State Budget was not sufficient anymore. 
 In 1967, following the change of regimes, political upheavals that entailed 
horrific events, and an economic crisis, the State was more interested in the res-
toration of the national economy. On the other hand, the State was also inter-
ested in restoring international relations and Indonesia re-entered the UN sys-
tem, which also made it a member of UNESCO. Soekmono was familiar with the 
way this international organisation operated. He went to the International Con-
gress of Orientalists to seek support, which he obtained with the help of a vocal 
Indian delegation. In 1968, experts of UNESCO visited Borobudur and produced 
a report that was favorable to the efforts of the ahli purbakala to safeguard 
Candi Borobudur. In October 1968, the Government of Indonesia sent a delega-
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tion to the General Conference of UNESCO in Paris, including Samingoen as the 
representative of Dinas Purbakala. 
 Furthermore, Dinas Purbakala referring to the success of Egypt in secur-
ing the support of UNESCO and, with the help of leaders of the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs, the Tourism Council, and the Mitra Budaya Foundation, it created a 
national commission for the safeguarding of Borobudur in 1968, not unlike the 
commission that was formed in 1905 for the same purpose. Yet, unlike the 1905 
Commission, the national commission lasted only one year. 
 In 1969, with the establishment of the Directorate General of Tourism un-
der the Ministry of Transportation, and a decree by the Minister, the commission 
became the National Fundraising Commission for the Safeguarding of Boro-
budur. Compared to the original commission, or the 1905 Commission for that 
matter, the scope of the new commission was rather limited. There was also not 
enough room for ahli purbakala to further refine the plan of restoring Candi Boro-
budur in the light of safeguarding the monument. The task of conserving Candi 
Borobudur was boiled down to finding money. 
 At the same time, however, those put in charge of the task now also in-
cluded officials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Finance, and the 
Ministry of Transportation, besides the Ministry of Culture and Education. This 
created a new environment for lembaga purbakala and required the develop-
ment of a sense of diplomacy. Perhaps, that is the reason behind the appoint-
ment of Samingoen, who had worked with the Oudheidkundige Dienst during 
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the War and represented Indonesia in Paris, not Soekmono, the head of Dinas 
Purbakala, as the first head of the Borobudur Restoration Project. 
 In 1969, while the fundraising and the appeal to UNESCO were still pro-
gressing, the restoration of Candi Borobudur became a part of the National Cul-
ture Development Project. While this meant securing funding from the State 
Budget, it also entailed further reduction of the original emphasis of the restora-
tion, which is preserving Candi Borobudur as a means to develop ilmu pur-
bakala. There was simply not enough time and space as the restoration of 
Borobudur also became an arena for economic development, cultural develop-
ment, and international diplomacy. In the later dimension, the project became 
rather crowded with the aide-memoire between UNESCO and the Government 
of Indonesia as well as the arrival of UNESCO’s international experts: C. Hyvert, 
P. H. Deibel, and C. C. T. de Beaufort. 
 The aide-memoire confirmed in detail UNESCO’s commitment to help 
Indonesia, in such ways as the provision of international experts, the undertaking 
of the fundraising, but also the task of preparing contracts, appointing contrac-
tors, purchasing instruments and equipment outside of Indonesia, and the coor-
dination of the work to be conducted by the Government of Indonesia and the 
contractors. In other words, the agreement turned the restoration of Borobudur 
into an international project under UNESCO. Soekmono thought that the aide-
memoire was only a temporary agreement and that differences of opinions could 
be solved later (see Soekmono n.d.-1: 18). He was more concerned about the 
international experts. 
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 To the ahli purbakala, the presence of international experts meant extra 
efforts. They had to explain again the outcomes of preparatory work. In fact this 
proved to be not too large a problem—Deibel and de Beaufort, engineers of 
NEDECO, the Dutch consulting firm that was hired by UNESCO to conduct pre-
liminary research and “the UNESCO biologist Dr Hyvert made free use of Dr 
Sampurno’s findings as the basis for setting up the engineering design and the 
conservation programme respectively” (Anom 2005: 68)—it was a step back-
ward in the progress of gaining UNESCO’s support and the confidence of the 
new Indonesian administration. 
 Earlier, in 1968, and leading to Indonesia’s appeal to UNESCO, the ahli 
purbakala had obtained the support of two prominent scholars, Dr B. Ph. Gros-
lier, director of the Conservation d’Angkor at Siem Reap in Cambodia, and Dr C. 
Voute, a hydro-geologist of the International Institute for Aerial Surveys and 
Earth Sciences in the Netherlands. “Both were of the opinion that the steps 
taken by the Archaeological Service to safeguard [Candi Borobudur] were ap-
propriate, and that the main problem facing Indonesia was the lack of funds, ex-
perts or modern equipment” (Anom 2005: 68). Further discussion about the 
preparatory work meant that the report of Groslier and Voute, which accompa-
nied the appeal to UNESCO, was not the final word. And, indeed, it was not. 
 Although Hyvert’s report was generally in favour of Dinas Purbakala’s res-
toration plan, in the conclusion was inserted a sentence: 
The appearance of the monument is quite different from what it might have 
been originally. We cannot and must never try to restore this original appear-
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ance. Our aim is to bring the weathering to a halt and to restore a uniformity of 
tone without taking away the natural patina (Hyvert 1972: 76). 
Hyvert’s expertise was biology, and the abovementioned sentence was more 
related to overall conservation. This touched a raw nerve of the ahli purbakala.  
 Appearance had been at the core of the debate between Bosch and 
Krom in the 1920s and has been resolved by a special committee.12 Its reap-
pearance in Hyvert’s report could mean that the fundamental problem of resto-
ration persisted—and indeed, it did create a new round of debate in 1973, when 
Dr R. Lemaire, member of the Consultative Committee for the Safeguarding of 
Borobudur, raised serious objections about the large-scale dismantling of the 
monument in the course of restoring it, which basically meant that conservation 
should be conducted in situ, thus prohibiting work aimed at restoring the 
monument’s supposed original appearance. More about the Consultative 
Committee is discussed in the following pages. Here it is more important to 
mention that Hyvert’s report contained recommendations for installing training in 
the restoration programme. 
                                            
12 Soekmono explained that this debate lasted for years. To Krom, the reconstruction of Candi Mendut near 
Candi Borobudur was disappointing and irresponsible and the anastylosis at the main temple of Panataran 
was unscientific. To Bosch, reconstruction is an obligation of the Service. “Jika bukti-bukti atau petunjuk-
petunjuk memang mencukupi, sehingga dengan cermat dan teliti bagian-bagian hasil rekonstruksi itu dapat 
dikembalikan ke tempat aslinya pada bangunannya, maka rekonstruksi 3-dimensional dengan mengguna-
kan batu-batu aslinya tidak hanya mungkin melainkan bahkan dapat dianjurkan. (If there is enough proof or 
there are enough clues to meticulously restore reconstructed parts to their original place in the building, 
then the 3-dimensional reconstruction that utilises original stones is not only possible but recommended). 
See Soekmono (n.d.-c: 6).. See also Bernet Kempers’. Herstel in Eigen Waarde: monumentenzorg in Indo-
nesie (1978), which contains a step-by-step description of reconstruction work, with pictures and com-
ments. 
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 This programme was created in consultation with G. Toracco, of the In-
ternational Centre for Conservation in Rome. Toracco also submitted a report on 
the request of UNESCO, in which he said: 
I am fully aware that an important training programme has been connected with 
the Borobudur restoration project and that it will result in the creation of a far 
more efficient monuments service in Indonesia. We consider this is the most 
positive side of the Borobudur restoration project. 
I wish to make a plea however also for the cause of the international training. 
Major restoration projects offer in fact an interesting possibility of creating inter-
national worksites for specialists in conservation; ways and means of realizing 
them should be carefully studied, both by the Centre and by Unesco, as they so 
obviously correspond to the statutory aims of both organizations (Torraca 
1972). 
 This idea eventually materialised—although perhaps related in indirect 
ways to the International Centre for Conservation—in the form of the SPAFA 
sub-centre for the Preservation and Restoration of Ancient Monuments in 1978 
and the imitative of developing the ‘Borobudur Study and Conservation Institute’ 
in 1991.13 Yet, it is understandable that during the preparations of the restoration 
work, with a substantial amount of time pressure due to the already exposed 
parts of two walls, this additional concern was not in the immediate interest of 
the ahli purbakala. 
 They were more concerned about the engineering design and the work-
plan. These were two areas in the planning of restoration where the ahli pur-
bakala felt they had yet to meet the standards of UNESCO in 1968. A series of 
                                            
13 The ‘institute’ only recently took up the task of further developing the discipline of conservation. For a long 
time after the completion of the restoration in 1983, it focused on the monitoring and maintenance of the 
monument. Only in 2012, the official statement of its main tasks and function included the development of 
this study. 
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debates followed the submitting of the first restoration proposal by NEDECO in 
1971, concerning correlations between the engineering design and ethics of ar-
chaeological work. These were not resolved in the fashion of lembaga pur-
bakala, which is setting up a special commission to make binding decisions. In-
stead, a rather complex bureaucratic solution was forged. The Government of 
Indonesia set up a special body, Badan Pemugaran Candi Borobudur, while it 
also maintained the existence of the Borobudur Restoration Project as a national 
project under the Directorate General of Culture of the Ministry of Education and 
Culture. The special body was led Professor Rooseno, a senior engineer from 
Indonesia, and C. Voute, as coordinator on the UNESCO side of experts.  
 Following, the intensity of the debates decreased, but the organisational 
problem was not totally resolved. When the contracting agreement between 
UNESCO and the Government of Indonesia was finally signed on 23 January 
1973, the government had yet to establish an international Consultative Com-
mittee based on UNESCO’s request. This was done a few days later by inviting 
experts that represented countries that had stakes in the restoration of Boro-
budur, yet most of them had never seen a candi (Soekmono 2002: 109). 
 In a history of ilmu and lembaga purbakala up to 1995, Soekmono ex-
plained away the odd situation by saying: 
In fact, due to the background of their different disciplines, they had often very 
different points of views that opened our eyes so that we were not blinded by 
our own views. Furthermore, their different perspectives and opinions always 
became a challenge to deepen research. Thereby, the annual meetings of the 
Consultative Committee did not only direct the work rhythm of the project … 
but also became a driving force to continuously conduct research in various 
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fields, particularly in the field of seismology … and chemistry and microbiology 
…. (Soekmono 2002: 109) 
 He did not touch the subject of zoning, which was raised by the Consul-
tative Committee’s annual meeting of 1975. Soekmono had received an interim 
report of the Japan International Corporation Agency’s project of preparing a 
master plan for the development of tourism in Central Java, which elaborated 
the zoning of Borobudur. Daigoro Chihara, representative of Japan at the Con-
sultative Committee, sent it to Soekmono two weeks before the meeting.14 The 
issue of appropriate development of the area and its people was mentioned two 
years earlier by the Consultative Committee, at its second annual meeting in 
1973. And, earlier in 1973, the Research Center of Architecture of Universitas 
Gadjah Mada had conducted a study in the context of the Community, Envi-
ronmental and Spatial Planning of Borobudur for the Ministry of Public Works, 
based on the request of the Provincial Government of Central Java.15 Even ear-
lier, in 1970, Tunnard of the City Planning Department of Yale University and 
Pollaco of the Malta Tourism Board had visited Borobudur in the context of their 
World Bank study to support tourism development in Central Java and Bali. 
Perhaps he did not pay much attention to the issue of zoning because it was 
part of tourism development. 
                                            
14 The cover letter of the report was signed on 30 May 1975. The annual meeting was held from 16 to 19 
June 1975. See Japan International Corporation Agency (1975),  
15 The study was led by Bondan Hermanislamet, a planer  (see Hermanislamet n.d.). In 1999, Hermanislamet 
wrote a doctoral dissertation about the urban plan of the capital city of Majapahit. The experts of the Japan 
International Corporation Agency, led by architect-planer S. Yamada, stated that the 1973 study was 
“taken into full account of [their] project as a study on the same level [as theirs]” JICA (1975: 14). 
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 In fact, tourism development was actually the ‘other’ dimension of the 
Borobudur Restoration Project. Both the Government of Indonesia and 
UNESCO had cultural tourism in mind when they engaged in the restoration. 
Thus, while the restoration of Borobudur was nearing its completion, the interim 
report was being developed to become a masterplan for developing the cultural 
tourism of Borobudur and Prambanan.  
Archaeological remains do not exist independently, but rather in the context of 
historical, social and natural conditions, and only on the basis of an integrated 
awareness of these conditions can one understand their essential role. 
It is therefore important that there be not only provision of facilities to help in un-
derstanding and appreciating such conditions but also measures for the main-
tenance and preservation of the natural environment of the remains and of the 
surrounding land. 
Herein lies the significance of environmental control not only of the archaeologi-
cal remains themselves but also of the surrounding area (JICA 1976: 59). 
 With this philosophy, five zones were created on paper: the smallest 
(44.8 hectares) would encompass the monument while the largest constituted 
an area with a radius of 10 kilometers. The intention was well received, although 
people were invisible in the plan. But the quality was questionable. Mundarjito 
remembers his first thoughts when he saw the masterplan in 1978:  
“Spidologi! You take a map and a spidol (marker), then circle whatever area you 
please. The basic logic is unclear, except for the core and the buffer zones. 
Archaeologically speaking, and perhaps also culturally, it does not make 
sense.”16  
The masterplan remained just a plan, a set of ideas put on paper. 
                                            
16 Personal communication, 2007. 
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 The tourism development, however, did not. Nearing the completion of 
the restoration, in 1980, a state-owned company was set up to manage the 
tourism development of Borobudur. Leading this new company was Boediardjo, 
former ambassador of Indonesia to Spain (1976-1979) and to Cambodia (1965-
1968), Minister of Information in President Soeharto’s first cabinet (1968-1973), 
who grew up in Borobudur and became an air marshal in 1945. Perhaps it was 
envisioned that the leadership of Boediardjo would reduce the resistance of 
villagers who had to move to make space for the archaeological park. Instead, it 
helped the villagers to find out rather quickly that what was being built was not 
an archaeological but a tourism park. That made a huge difference. 
 
From Archaeological Park to Tourism Park 
Sucoro, the vocal activist, explains: 
When people were asked to move in 1973, they did so willingly. It made sense 
to uphold the greatness of Candi Borobudur by bringing it back to its original 
shape. The relocation in 1983 was different. We knew that the plan was for 
tourism. And we also knew that once the park was established, PT Taman 
would take over the tourism and we won’t have any share in it. 
 Protest rallies were held, villagers refused to give up their houses and 
their land. State violence was used, in the form of local government policies, and 
when that did not work, intimidation was used. Looking back thirty years now, it 
seems strange that the Government, with all the new information gathered 
through the Borobudur Restoration Project, and with the villagers watching the 
production of knowledge day-by-day, did not take more time to work out a plan 
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with the villagers. Perhaps Boediardjo’s intimate relation with the area did not do 
the trick, although it is said that he promised the villagers jobs and income-
generation opportunities once the park was established.17  
But, Pak Boed was actually also a victim. He also had no clear direction of how 
to develop the park and the tourism. And, when the bomb exploded in 1985, he 
was replaced. 
 Sucoro—who was ‘scapegoated’ in the aftermath of the 1985 bombing 
to the fact that he was opposing the development of the tourism park—still has 
some good words to say about Boediardjo. He sees that from 1983 to 1992, 
management of Borobudur was progressing without leadership.  
Ahli purbakalanya sudah pada pulang, begitu juga ahli internasional dan tinggal 
para teknisi yang disuruh monitor. Jadinya ya monitor ‘aja. Banyaklah yang aneh 
di situasi itu, termasuk penggunaan guesthouse Proyek Restorasi sebagai hotel 
PT Taman. Begitulah. Tapi, dapat dibilang “kekuasaan” lembaga purbakala di 
Candi Borobudur sudah jauh berkurang. 
(The ahli purbakala and the international experts had left and the technicians put 
in charge of monitoring did only that: watching the monument. More can be 
said about the awkward situation, including the use of the guesthouse of the 
Borobudur Restoration Project as a hotel by PT Taman, and so on. But, it is 
safe to say that lembaga purbakala’s authority over Candi Borobudur had di-
minished by far.) 
 Actually, what might have happened is that the Government of Indonesia 
shifted the weight of the development project from the conservation side to the 
tourism side. The tourism development was already integrated in the original 
                                            
17 His relatives in the village of Candirejo say that actually “Pak Boed” was not close at all to the villagers. He 
was of royal blood, his great great grandfather was awarded a piece of land by the Sultan. Boediardjo went 
to a Dutch school and then straight into the air force. He was a lover of Javanese art and culture, opening a 
wayang museum next to his hotel in Borobudur, and patronising a gamelan ensemble. But, it seems that 
he did not have had the cultural capital needed to convince the villagers about the tourism plan. 
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plan, once the central government decided to transform the restoration of Candi 
Borobudur into a national project. The Japan International Corporate Agency, 
which has been helping to develop a tourism park in Bali, conducted work in 
1974 and produced its first interim report in 1975. As mentioned above, this re-
port was rejected, revised, and revised again before a masterplan for the na-
tional archaeological park development projects in Borobudur and Prambanan 
was accepted—yet not implemented. The Government wanted to have a special 
agency to manage the future tourism. 
 In 1981, Director General of Tourism, Achmad Tirtosudiro reported that 
the preparation for the construction of Borobudur & Prambanan National Ar-
chaeological Parks was progressing. At that time, JICA’s development aid pro-
ject has ended, but “to ensure the conceptual continuity, the Indonesian Gov-
ernment has re-assigned the Japanese Consultant Team, i.e. Pacific Consultant 
International & Japan City Planning Joint Venture” (Directorate General of Tour-
ism n.d.: 8). Also the setup of the Borobudur & Prambanan National Archaeo-
logical Parks Corporation was already in motion. 
Approaching the construction of Borobudur & Prambanan National Archaeo-
logical Parks, another preparatory step has been made by the Indonesian Gov-
ernment, i.e. to establish a Government Limited Liability Company based on the 
Presidential Decree no. 7/1980 … to direct and manage this corporation … four 
members of the Board have been appointed … i.e. Marshall Boediardjo as 
President Director, Ir. Suparto as Technical/Operational Director, Drs Truno 
Sardjono as Financial Director and Vice-Marshal Sumadji as General Affairs Di-
rector … it should be stressed … that the decisive consideration of every deci-
sion taken is of archaeological nature. Thus, the role of the Director General of 
Culture in [the] Board of Commissioners is vital (Directorate General of Tourism 
n.d.: 9). 
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 Before the completion of the restoration, it seemed that all were still up-
holding the principles of lembaga purbakala. However, in the 1986 report on the 
progress of the Borobudur and Prambanan archaeological parks was already 
submitted by PT Taman Wisata Candi Borobudur dan Prambanan, the National 
Tourism Park Corporation. The report deliberated on the progress of four devel-
opment packages, of which only one was related to conservation, limited to the 
construction of the archaeological office, the conservation and study centres—
which later would become a hotel—and the archaeological museum.  
 Then, in 1991, the Candi Borobudur compound was awarded the status 
of world heritage site by UNESCO. The procedure of inscription required the 
state party, the Government of Indonesia in the case of Borobudur, to establish 
a clear policy for the management of the site. This was done not by improving 
the relations between Balai Konservasi, PT Taman, and the Regency of Ma-
gelang—and the involvement of the people of Borobudur was not even thought 
about—but by the Presidential Decree No. 1 of 1992, which confirmed the 
status of the state-owned tourism enterprise of Borobudur and Prambanan, and 
defined the division of authority between the company, Balai Konservasi Boro-
budur, and the local government of Magelang. The first had the task to manage 
the tourism of Borobudur, whereas the latter had to continue the conservation of 
the Candi. The core zone was put under the authority of Balai Konservasi. The 
buffer zone was transformed into a national tourism park, which was inspired by 
the idea of the archaeological park of the Japan International Cooperation 
Agency. The third zone, encompassing an area of 932 hectares, was to be su-
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pervised by the local government of the Regency of Magelang. There was no 
clear direction, however, regarding how the three authorities should interact. 
 The decree however stated that the Minister in charge of the manage-
ment was the Minister of Tourism, Post and Telecommunication18. Thus, the pe-
riod of ‘leader-less’ purbakala in Borobudur, from 1983 to 1991, ended in an 
enlarged distance between ahli purbakala with the policy-making of purbakala. 
More precisely, lembaga purbakala was enlarged significantly, to encompass the 
administration of tourism and culture, but also finance, foreign affairs, and public 
works, where all the affairs had their own minister, and Dinas Purbakala became 
a small part in the bureaucratic machine of the Government. 
 The Borobudur Restoration Project started in 1963 with the aim of mak-
ing more significant contributions in the cultural development of Indonesia 
through the conservation of selected antiquities. It ended in 1983 with the en-
larged field of cultural development, where the conservation of antiquities played 
only a small part in the bureaucracy. The function of lembaga purbakala was 
spread over a wide network of several ministries, where the activities were com-
partmentalised, and the voice of ahli purbakala was ‘boxed’ into the nomencla-
ture of conservation under the Ministry of Education and Culture, two ministers 
away from the reality of the cultural tourism of Borobudur. 
                                            
18 The position of the minister in charge of tourism in Indonesia has changed from Minister of Land Trans-
portation and Post, Telegraph and Telephone (1960) to Minister of Land Transportation, Post, Telecommu-
nications, and Tourism (1962), to Minister of Transportation and Post (1966), to Minister of Tourism, Post, 
and Telecommunications (1983), to State Minister of Tourism, Arts and Culture (1998), to Minister of Cul-
ture and Tourism (2001), to Minister of Tourism and Creative Economy (2011).  
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 PT Taman Wisata has the duty to uphold the heritage of Candi Boro-
budur through efforts that are coordinated with agencies and units of the Minis-
try of Education and Culture. However, a 1993/4 study showed that ten years 
into operation, the corporation did not cooperate with its counterparts. There-
fore a lot of Balai Konservasi’s information that would be useful for the general 
public was never presented to visitors (see Tim PAU-SS-UGM 1993/4). The goal 
of managing Candi Borobudur as a cultural resource towards cultural develop-
ment of the nation, which was set at the beginning of the restoration of Boro-
budur, was not achieved.  
 But, maybe the management of cultural resources was not intended for 
lembaga purbakala. In his history of lembaga purbakala, Soekmono defines the 
Borobudur Restoration Project as an important phase in the development of the 
institution, equal to the “Birth of the Indonesian Dinas Purbakala”, the “Growth of 
the Dinas Purbakala”, and the period of “Two Dinas Purbakala” (Soekmono 
2002). He listed the project’s benefits for the institutional development of lem-
baga purbakala as follows: 
1. The mechanisation and automatisation of work, including the develop-
ment of photogrammetry with the application of twin-reflex and double-
lens cameras, terragraphs, false colour photography, and also the devel-
opment of computerised systems for stone registration and project con-
trol; 
2. The development of chemical archaeology, which materialised the dream 
of modernising ilmu purbakala in 1955; 
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3. The production of technicians, although the restoration project was not 
supposed by law to conduct educational activities—an obstacle that was 
overcome by employing cadres of technicians with the main job of mas-
tering ilmu purbakala and related skills at the project; and 
4. International collaboration, particularly manifested through the Consulta-
tive Committee and its publication of Pelita Borobudur, as well as the 
publication of the Restoration of Borobudur by UNESCO (Soekmono 
2002: 107-10). 
 
 Interestingly, Soekmono includes the establishment of the SPAFA training 
courses as a benefit of producing technicians, not international collaboration. He 
also does not include the opportunity of fieldwork for archaeological students as 
a benefit of the project. But this may be due to the fact that in 1975, while the 
project was ongoing, lembaga purbakala was split into a directorate and a re-
search centre under the Ministry of Education and Culture. 
 
Lembaga Purbakala, Lembaga Kebudayaan and Unit Pelaksana 
Teknis 
In 1975, Dinas Purbakala was split into two to become the Direktorat Sejarah 
dan Purbakala (Directorate of History and the Ancient) and Pusat Penelitian 
Purbakala dan Peninggalan Nasional (National Research Centre for the Ancient 
and National Heritage). The main reason for this fundamental change was the 
improvement of the handling of purbakala affairs, in accordance to the increas-
ing demands of ilmu purbakala that has been driven by the restoration of Candi 
Borobudur, which resulted in an advanced state of development and a much 
wider horizon of knowledge (Soekmono 2002: 49). 
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 The nomenclature of the new institutions specifies that the directorate 
operates in the field of arkeologi terapan (applied archaeology) and the research 
centre in the field of arkeologi murni (scientific archaeology). This distinction is 
not common. Although it is realised that there are works that are generally clas-
sified as applied archaeology, such as Contract Archaeology and Rescue Ar-
chaeology, there is Theoretical Archaeology—advocated by the TAT group of 
archaeologists in Australia, for instance—and the application of scientific method 
in Processual Archaeology, but not Scientific Archaeology. It seems that Soek-
mono was still thinking in terms of ilmu purbakala, so that the classification 
would make more sense when it distinguishes between ilmu purbakala and ar-
chaeology. 
 Otherwise, it is also possible that the distinction followed the activities of 
the technical units, the Unit Pelaksana Teknis, or UPT. In 1974, based on the 
Presidential Decree No. 44 of 1974, the UPT conducted inventarisation and 
documentation, excavation and research, maintenance, preservation and resto-
ration, development and enrichment, training and education, distribution, usage 
and collaboration. This decree also defined the organisational structure of lem-
baga purbakala, namely a Director General, the Directorate of History and Tradi-
tional Values, the Directorate of Arts, the Director of Museology, the Directorate 
of Preservation and Development of Historical and Archaeological Remains, and 
a directorate for the development of religious groups other than the five major 
religions. Furthermore, the Director General of Culture also overlooked five cen-
tres, including the National Archaeological Research Centre and the National 
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Centre for Research on Remains (Supardi 2004: 166-7). What was once one 
organisation, although with limited number of personnel and budget became 
many units that still worked with limited personnel and budget. And from here 
the bureaucracy become more and more complicated. 
 In 1978, the Directorate oversaw seven Kantor Suaka Peninggalan Se-
jarah dan Purbakala (The Office of Historic and Ancient Sites), whereas by 1992 
the number of offices had increased to thirteen. All Kantor Suaka have a geo-
graphical span of work that includes one or at most three provinces of the Re-
public in Indonesia. 
 Also in 1978, the Research Centre was enlarged to include two Balai 
Arkeologi (Archaeological Centres). And in 1992 its responsibility was enlarged 
to include four Balai Arkeologi, the plan to add two more, and a research centre 
for paleoanthropology, paleoecology, and radiometry. 
 In 1980, however, the Directorate changed nomenclature to become 
Direktorat Perlindungan dan Pembinaan Peninggalan Purbakala dan Sejarah (Di-
rectorate of Preservation and Maintenance of Ancient and Historic Heritage) and 
the Research Centre became Pusat Penelitian Arkeologi Nasional (National Ar-
chaeological Research Centre). This was not merely a change of names. It re-
flected the reduction of the function—and the authority—of lembaga purbakala 
to rather technical work. 
 Yet, the nomenclature was not strictly followed. Several duties under the 
jurisdictions of the Directorate and the Research Centre overlapped and so, in 
1991, a meeting between the Director of the Directorate, Uka Tjandrasasmita, 
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and the Head of the Research Centre, R. P. Soejono, was staged. The meeting 
reached the following agreements: the criteria of salvation excavation and of res-
toration excavation, were both put under the control of the Directorate, and the 
improvement of collaboration. Only restoration excavation would include the Re-
search Centre, because this type of archaeological work is conducted to obtain 
archaeological data, which is needed to conduct restoration properly. 
 In 1999, bureaucratic reformation demanded that all the UPTs, except 
those that were put under regional governments, were supervised by the Direc-
torat General. In 2001, when the function of cultural development was split be-
tween the Ministry of National Education and the Ministry of Culture and Tour-
ism, the National Archaeological Research Centre was put under the Deputy 
Minister of History and Archaeology at the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. In 
2001, then, there were ten Balai Arkeologi and ten Suaka Peninggalan. And in 
2012, after the function of cultural development was returned to the Ministry of 
Education, there were 35 UPT under the Secretary to the Director General of 
Culture, the National Archaeology Centre was put directly under the Vice Minis-
ter, which is rather confusing. 
 Another development of lembaga purbakala that requires attention is rep-
resented by the archaeological departments of four universities in Indonesia, 
namely Universitas Indonesia in Jakarta, Universitas Gadjah Mada in Yogyakarta, 
Universitas Hasanuddin in Makassar, and Universitas Udayana in Denpasar. 
Here, Soekmono mentions that, up to 1995, around 1,000 archaeologists had 
graduated, but highlights the achievement of producing doctors, starting from 
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himself at Universitas Indonesia in 1974, to R. P. Soejono in 1977, Noerhadi 
Magetsari in 1982, Edi Sedyawati in 1985, Haryani Santiko in 1987, Ida Bagus 
Rata in 1991, Ratnaesih Maulana in 1992; then, in 1993, Haris Sukendar, 
Mundarjito, Machi Suhadi, Santoso Soegondho, and Endang Sri Hardiati 
Soekatno; to those who graduated from Universitas Gadjah Mada, namely Su-
mijati Atmosudiro and Timbul Haryono in 1994, as well as I Made Sutaba in 
1995; and also those that graduated from foreign universities such as Hassan 
Muarif Ambari, Harry Truman Simanjutak, Harry Widianto, I Wayan Ardhika, and I 
Wayan Redig. He also mentions others that graduated in other scientific disci-
plines, but worked closely with lembaga purbakala, such as R. M. Soetjipto Wir-
josoeparta (Javanese literature), Ayatrohaedi (Sundanese literature), and Par-
mono Atmadi (architecture) (see Soekmono 2002: 112-6). Among them, only R. 
P. Soejono was a ‘first-generation’ archaeologist (see Soekmono n.d.-3: 22). 
But, interestingly, it is only de Casparis, who graduated from Universitas Indone-
sia in 1950, who was valued for producing a dissertation that influenced cultural 
development of Indonesia, thus adhering to the ideals of ilmu purbakala. 
The importance of scientific research … for the general public is proved by the 
popularity of the theory of bhumisambhara as the real name of Borobudur and 
Samaratungga as the builder of the candi. This theory was developed by J. G. 
de Casparis, the epigraphy expert of Dinas Purbakala, through his dissertation 
of Inscripties uit de CailenDra-tijd (Inscriptions of the Age of the Syailendra) … 
Although confronted with critic and rejection by experts in related fields, the 
theory was accepted by the general public to fill the gap in the ancient history of 
Indonesia, particularly Central Java (Soekmono 2002: 112). 
 Nevertheless, in 1995, lembaga purbakala was compartmentalised into 
three different institutions, namely the directorate, the research centre, and the 
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university departments. Each had, ideally, a different scope of work and different 
aims to work toward. Yet, as discussed before, their work and aims overlapped. 
However, they developed more and more away from lembaga purbakala, which 
combined efforts and knowledge of various disciplines in projects, to produce 
ilmu purbakala, which can also be seen as reflections about the collaboration in 
the light of reconstructing cultural histories of Indonesia. Soekmono explains the 
possibility of working together for the institutions by citing only two examples of 
projects such as Trowulan and Banten Lama, even though these are series of 
projects rather than two large projects. Furthermore, 
the collaboration between the research centre and the directorate to handle an 
archaeological object together, in order to reflect the absolute harmony of the 
elements that constitute archaeology, which is actually one, unfortunately does 
not exist in other sites (Soekmono 2002: 66). 
 And, there was more. Ahli purbakala, for different reasons, in the direc-
torate as well as in the research centre were not happy. Those in the directorate 
felt that their authority on archaeological objects was reduced by the fact that 
they had to deal with culture and history, rather than purbakala. Those in the re-
search centre felt that ilmu purbakala was no longer keeping pace with the de-
velopment of archaeology in other parts of the world, particularly the centres of 
knowledge production in the USA and Western Europe. 
 Soejono, the ‘first-generation’ archaeologist who became the first head of 
the research centre, was said to have been very worried. In 1998, the President 
of the Republic of Indonesia decided to have two ministries that were engaged 
in cultural development: the Ministry of Education and Culture and the Ministry 
  182 
of Tourism, Arts and Culture. How to delegate tasks and functions? Who does 
what? And, there was more, as there was also the plan to integrate the field of 
cultural development into the field of tourism by the year 2000. 
Kebijakan itu membuat kalangan budayawan termasuk Pak Jono amat prihatin. 
Lebih-lebih ketika tahun 2003 lembaga Pusat Penelitian Arkeologi Nasional 
(Puslit Arkenas) … nomenklaturnya diganti menjadi Asisten Deputi Urusan 
Arkeologi Nasional. Perubahan itu dinilai merupakan masalah yang mendasar 
karena misi utama sebagai sebuah lembaga penelitian bergeser menjadi pem-
bantu (asisten) wakil (deputi) yang titik berat tugas dan fungsinya “menyiapkan 
perumusan kebijakan” di bidang arkeologi. Keprihatinan itu memuncak ketika 
tersiar isu akan dimasukkan ahli-ahli bidang lain seperti: antropologi, sejarah, 
seni dan lain-lain ke dalam lembaga itu agar dapat “menyiapkan kebijakan” se-
cara optimal (Supardi 2006: 43). 
This policy worried the budayawan including Pak Jono. Even more so when in 
2003 the title [of the head of] the National Archaeological Research Centre … 
was changed to Assistant to the Deputy of National Archaeological Affairs. This 
change was fundamental to him because it entailed the change of the main 
mission of a research centre to become helper (assistant) of a substitute (dep-
uty) whose main job and function is to “prepare formulations of policy” in the 
field of archaeology. The worries reached their peak when rumors circulated 
that experts from other fields, such as anthropology, history, arts, and others, 
are to be included in the new office, so that the task of “preparing policies” can 
be optimally conducted. 
 What is discussed here is the integration of lembaga purbakala into the 
bureaucracy of cultural development. Furthering the critique in terms of ilmu 
purbakala, this critique shows that the authority of lembaga purbakala is felt to 
be diminishing. The position of being inside the policy-making does not appeal 
to the ahli purbakala. On the contrary, he is offended by the status of this new 
office, which is a far cry away from the authority of the Head of Dinas Purbakala, 
who answered only to the Minister and, in certain situations, directly to the 
President of the Republic of Indonesia. However, what is even more interesting 
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is the fact that the archaeologist does not want to share authority over antiqui-
ties with anthropologists, historians, and other experts. The spirit can thus be 
said to be also a far cry from the collaboration between experts of various disci-
plines in the early days of Dinas Purbakala, or even the Oudheidkundige Dienst 
for that matter. Could it be that there was a difference between the ahli pur-
bakala of the Directorate who worked in the ministry and the archaeologists of 
the Research Centre who worked in a separate building, several kilometers 
away from the ministry? 
 Thus, after the compartmentalisation into the directorate, the research 
centre, and the university departments, the roles of the compartments, at least 
the directorate and the research centre, were minimised. Soekmono’s history of 
lembaga purbakala must be read further with a grain of salt. He explained that 
“the main activity of the directorate was the restoration of monuments and that, 
in this context, the monuments can be distinguished between living and dead 
monuments” (Soekmono 2002: 63). He writes this as if this fundamental distinc-
tion is taken for granted—which was not the case. And, probably, it can also be 
questioned whether this distinction was actually founded on archaeological re-
search, given that the research centre did not engage in this kind of research, 
and that it was already a tradition of ilmu purbakala to make such a differentia-
tion. Furthermore, Soekmono also writes that the research centre held various 
meetings and published several reports that evaluated the quality of archaeo-
logical research in Indonesia (Soekmono 2002: 83-88). However, it would be 
interesting to see what kind of impact the evaluations had on the work of the 
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Directorate or even the teaching in the university departments for that matter. 
Then again, another question arises from the fact that anthropologists of the 
‘third generation’ were educated by ‘second generation’ archaeologists, who 
did not follow the tradition of ilmu purbakala: how would the fresh graduates in-
teract with their superior officers who came from within the tradition of ilmu pur-
bakala such as the BBC that are discussed in Chapter 4 of this dissertation? 
And what about the graduates in 2003, who were educated by the ‘third gen-
eration’ archaeologists, such as Daud Tanudirjo, who had issues such as public 
archaeology on his mind rather than the reconstruction of Indonesia’s cultural 
histories or the debate about whether to analyse archaeological artifacts with 
scientific methods or to interpret them? 
 What I am trying to do here is to show that compartmentalisation has 
weakened lembaga purbakala in the period of 1975 to 2003. It has weakened 
because the compartments probably did not collaborate as Soekmono might 
have wished and, with the limited resources at hand, they were prone to exter-
nal interventions. How far the compartmentalisation reached and what each 
compartment has and has not achieved is beyond the scope of this study. But, 
writes Nunus Supardi, the ‘second generation archaeologists’ about Soejono’s 
worries further: 
[Indonesia’s archaeology] is in state of tribulation, that is in a time of struggling 
within a structural pattern that does not follow the scientific pattern of archaeo-
logical work (Supardi 2006: 46). 
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 The structural pattern he is referring to is the bureaucracy related to the 
cultural development of Indonesia. In 2003, the directorate was placed under 
the Directorate General of Culture whereas the research centre was placed di-
rectly under the Minister. However, this arrangement was not conducted due to 
the belief that the research centre was more important to the minister. It was ar-
ranged as such because of the bureaucratic policy that a Directorate General 
could hold only a certain number of centres; and the archaeological research 
centre was one centre too much. Furthermore, although functionally the centre 
answered directly to the minister, administratively it had to communicate through 
the Secretary General of the Ministry. And, what is more important, due to bu-
reaucratic structure, it was very difficult—if not impossible—for either the direc-
torate or the research centre to propose, let alone conduct, projects nearly as 
big as the restoration of Borobudur, that would allow collaboration of all com-
partments. 
 Soekmono himself did not find that to be a problem. He was more con-
cerned about the existing ‘small’ projects in 1995. As the research centre’s main 
task was to conduct archaeological surveys as far-reaching as possible in Indo-
nesia, and the directorate was concentrating on continued archaeological work 
in just a few sites, their activities did not match. This created problems, because 
while the excavation was the responsibility of the research centre, the protection 
of the excavated sites was that of the directorate. Soekmono’s solution was to 
reduce the number of excavation sites in the survey plan, but that would lower 
the research centre’s performance. In the logic of the bureaucrat, what matters 
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in the development of the surveys is the extent of the surveyed area, which 
means the number of the excavated sites, not the quality of the excavation. 
Contrastingly, the performance of the directorate is judged based on the quality 
of the restored archaeological artifacts or sites. 
 Thus, in 2003, with the three compartments developing in different direc-
tions, based perhaps on different interests but certainly due to bureaucratic rea-
sons, it was hard for lembaga purbakala to withstand the new challenges placed 
in front of it by the incorporation of the directorate and the research centre into 
the Ministry of Tourism and Culture. What then happened in 2003, when 
UNESCO came up with a new approach towards the conservation of world heri-
tage sites such as Borobudur, was confusion. Who would answer to the 
UNESCO experts? During the Borobudur Restoration Project, this task was 
awarded to the young technicians, who were trained to do so. 
 Some of the technicians were still working, already nearing retirement, for 
the Balai Konservasi Borobudur. However, in 1991, the office of the Borobudur 
Restoration Project became Balai Studi dan Konservasi Borobudur (Centre for 
Borobudur Studies and Conservation). Although functionally it had a special 
status—which was later, in 2006, diminished when Balai Studi dan Konservasi 
Borobudur became Balai Konservasi Peninggalan Borobudur—structurally it still 
had to answer to the directorat. But, the directorate did not have the means to 
conduct research to answer to the ‘challenge’ of UNESCO, unlike the lembaga 
purbakala who conducted research in the preparation of the Borobudur Resto-
ration Project when it had to answer questions of UNESCO’s international ex-
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perts. Such research was in the hand of the research centre. Why the research 
centre was not involved is a question for further research. My guess is that the 
compartmentalisation was already extending so far as to limit discussions be-
tween the compartments. 
 What is certain is that the immobility of the lembaga purbakala did not go 
unnoticed by people who lived and worked in Borobudur at that time, particu-
larly the heritage activists who for many years believed in the ahli purbakala as 
the modern guardians of Candi Borobudur. They sensed that the authority of 
lembaga purbakala had diminished. 
 
The Question of Authority 
Power can of course come from knowledge as knowledge can come from 
power. But, in 2003 it was Zaman Edan. All that was solid had melted into thin 
air. The connection between lembaga purbakala and the purbakala of Boro-
budur, the greatness of the Ancient, has vanished, gone with the silence of the 
ahli purbakala during the protest rallies of Jagad Jawa. ‘Second generation’ ar-
chaeologists tried to reason with the activists, trying to put the issue into its con-
text, that is the purbakala of Borobudur within the development of ilmu pur-
bakala, and the dead monument status within the old tradition of ilmu pur-
bakala—which could and had to change, given the circumstances, but in a sys-
tematic way. But as a pensioner of the weakened lembaga purbakala, her voice 
was too weak to cut through the noise of claims and new ideas that presumably 
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answered those claims. The ‘archaeological dogmas’ were not ampuh (power-
ful) anymore. 
 What is interesting in this incident is the fact that it was Professor Edi Se-
dyawati, not the Director of the Directorat or the Head of the Research Centre, 
who entered the discussion. No longer the Director General of Culture, she was 
a lecturer in the Department of Archaeology of Universitas Indonesia, a com-
partment of lembaga purbakala, whose involvement in the purbakala of Boro-
budur had not been seen by the activists since the 1980s. It seems that the 
space of heritage has contracted in Borobudur, after it expanded to a maximum 
during the restoration of 1973. 
 Anyway, the question of authority in 2003 revolved around the manage-
ment of Borobudur that was split between Balai Konservasi and PT Taman. I 
have already discussed the problematics of lembaga purbakala that stands be-
hind Balai Konservasi. PT Taman, however, is not immune to bureaucratic com-
plexity. Although the Presidential Decree states clearly that the minister in charge 
of the tourism of Borobudur is the minister in charge of Indonesia’s tourism in 
general, PT Taman is owned by the state through the Ministry of State-owned 
Entreprises. Furthermore, increases in prices of the entry tickets, the main 
source of income of the company, have to be determined in consultation with 
the Ministry of Finance. The question of authority was actually who is in charge? 
In 2003, it seemed, in charge was actually UNESCO, as the steward of world 




In an article published by arts magazine Marg, Swati Chemburkar, a 
graduate of the School of Oriental and African Studies of London 
University with a research interest in Buddhist architecture from eighth to 
thirteenth century, who teaches Art and Architecture of Southeast Asia at 
the Jnanapravaha Mumbai, states that “since a monument is a non-
portable object in space and maintains this status through time, 
understanding the ‘space-time’ that envelops it is essential to 
reconstructing its meaning. Candi Borobudur, perhaps the greatest 9th-
century monument on earth, has faced many challenges through time 
and still faces them.”1  Combining Foucault’s notion of heterotopia and 
Kopytoff’s approach towards commoditisation through ‘cultural 
biographies of things’, she discusses the fate of Candi Borobudur 
throughout its existence up to 2012 to remind readers that it is time to 
“reflect on what Unesco and agencies of restoration and conservation are 
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1 I had by the time of writing this dissertation at hand the online version of the 
article, which is not divided into pages. All the quotes from Chemburkar are taken from 
the article “Monument, Memory, and Meaning: Heterotopia at Borobudur, Indonesia” in 
Marg, A Magazine of the Arts, Sept. 2012: 12+. retrieved through Academic OneFile. 
Web. 31 May 2014. 
 The website of Marg states: “Marg is a Mumbai-based not-for-profit publisher 
whose mission is to engage and augment interest in Indian art and culture. It strives to 
light up “many dark corners” in India’s cultural landscape and to spark debate on all 
aspects of art and culture among academics, critics, cultural connoisseurs and readers.
	Since its inception in 1946, Marg, A Magazine of the Arts, with its focus on 
grids of art and cultural traditions, reflects new trends, new research, and new 
scholarship, with both upcoming and established art historians and scholars. The 
magazine is aimed at a wide audience.
	 I thank A. P. Miksic for making me aware of the article.
accomplishing.” In this chapter, prior to discussing what I believe is the 
dominant spacetime in the heritage of Borobudur, I want to seriously 
consider Chemburkar’s argument.
 She asks: “Is Unesco, in its creation of world-class tourist sites, 
sufficiently aware of the dangers of restoring ancient human monumental 
heterotopias as modern hybrids that are neither here nor there in space 
and time?” She uses the notion of heterotopia that comes from 
Foucault’s “Other Space”, which, according to her, “refers to a structure 
or place that is not ideal (utopia) but is still different from what we 
normally call the real in time or space” (Chemburkar 2012). Foucault 
wrote about heterotopias as real places: “places that do exist and that 
are formed in the very founding of society — which are something like 
counter-sites, a kind of effectively enacted utopia in which the real sites, 
all the other real sites that can be found within the culture, are 
simultaneously represented, contested, and inverted” (Foucault 1986: 
24).
 Heterotopias have been used elsewhere as concepts to 
understand heritage. In colonial India: “Museums, like the new art 
historical discipline, were to stand as heterotopias of indefinitely 
accumulating time, accumulating everything, resonating with the will, as 
Michel Foucault once put it, to ‘enclose in one place all times, all epochs, 
all forms, all tastes.’” (Guha-Thakurta 2004: 59). In globalised China, 
however, the use of heterotopia threatens to freeze a process that 
involves endless negotiations between many groups of people towards 
what they believe is a better future. “To treat Lijiang as a World Heritage 
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site with permanent (and even static) cultural installation is to both 
simplify and dehistoricise its radical transformation (Su 2013: 108). In 
postmodern Nepal, the use of heterotopia as a prism leads to an 
approach towards understanding the relation between monumentality, 
identity, and the state. 
By attending carefully to the polyphony of voices  who speak on 
Swayambhu's behalf and the multilocality of that about which they 
speak, one can begin to discern just whose myths  and whose 
languages may be at risk, and to see what is  at stake for whom. These 
stakes are in many ways  new, and can only be understood in the 
context of negotiations of identity required within the shifting ground of 
the state that is  Nepal, subject to forces  and flows that extend far 
beyond its borders (McCoy Owens 2002: 306)
And in Luang Prabang, another Unesco World Heritage Site, multiple 
nostalgia that come together through the interaction of diverse actors 
drive heritage; heterotopia being one among many results (see Berliner 
2012). Yet, even when 
[a]nalysed as a heterotopic representation of the nation, all museums – 
including memorial landscapes  – constitute an image of contemporary 
Laos ... with its three vectors  – cultural heritage, revolutionary struggle 
and development – centres  on the role of the LPRP as  the essential 
historical actor of the Lao nation. At first glance, the combination of 
socialist realism, Buddhist elements  and development icons seems 
almost incommensurable. Yet this tension represents  the inconsist-
encies  of the Lao national ideology as  envisaged by the LPRP (Tappe 
2011: 622).2
 These use of heterotopia as a prism rather than a geographical 
concept shows the importance of people in heritage. In Chemburkar’s 
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2 The LPRP is the Laos People’s Revolutionary Party that has been in the country since 
1975. The party follows communism, first after the model of the Vietnamese Communist 
Party but with ideas from the USSR Communist Party, attempted to follow Perestroika 
reforms without Glasnost, and recently adopted the Deng doctrine of economic 
liberalisation. These layers of ideology seem to have caused what Tappe calls 
inconsistencies.
Borobudur, these people are invisible or, at most, accessible by way of 
inference. Her discussion, however, is valuable in that it points towards 
certain places in the region, which are noteworthy in a study about the 
heritage of Borobudur.
 Chemburkar talks about the modernisation of Borobudur, which, 
according to her, “from a highly charged but receding human past has 
emerged from the carefully constructed perspective views and the grand 
promenade, the presence of additional structures, YouTube videos, 
coffee-table books, picture postcards, key-chains, and refrigerator 
magnets.” The are all sites of heritage, if heritage is seen as a process, 
rather than an image about ‘the’ past.
 Even more interesting, she talks about recycled hybrids. “In our 
times, new kinds of architectural entities or clones of Borobudur are 
created, sometimes recycling traditional and old forms such as stupikas 
or kala heads in new building materials using new building technologies.” 
Examples of the clones are the Sri Gangaramaiya temple in Colombo, Sri 
Lanka, which is “a copy of Borobudur in the style of a pop-song mix but 
functions as a temple on a daily basis,” the Soekarno-Hatta International 
Airport of Jakarta with its giant kala heads atop boarding kiosks and the 
Islamic prayer hall, and the luxury hotel of Amanjiwo with its “recycled 
traditional forms of Borobudur stupikas that are juxtaposed with modern-
day facilities such as swimming pools and bar.”
	 Most importantly, it seems, is the national park itself. Here
is  a mix of highlighting cultural transformations while simultaneously 
desiring to arrest it. The passage of time has  been suspended and the 
monument has receded, with biography, into obscurity. Old and new, 
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traditional and modern are fused into something static, surrounded by 
a comedy of notice boards, ticket counters, navigation charts, 
souvenirs, and carefully designed landscapes with bushes clipped into 
Buddha shapes.
	 I am not sure about the bushes, and it seems that it seems that 
Chemburkar is challenging to play another round of debate between 
Indian experts of Buddhist architecture and Indonesian ahli purbakala.3  I 
do not wish to engage in this debate and agree that it is time to critically 
reflect on the work on Unesco and agencies in Borobudur. I believe, 
however, that Chemburkar has left out two important things in her 
discussion, that is the spacetime and the people who live and work within 
it in the heritage of Borobudur.
 In the previous chapters I showed that Ilmu Purbakala has created 
rhythms in the heritage of Borobudur. There are procedures — study to 
formulate hypotheses, research to prove/disprove hypotheses, restore 
based on proven hypotheses — that are repeated time and time again, 
and became habits. There are also domains that limit what kind of 
activities — study, research, development — an agency can undertake. 
The rhythms of heritage, fragmented by procedures and compartmental-
ised by domains, have created the spacetime of purbakala, which 
expands and contracts, where the movement is usually presented as 
epochs — rediscovery, early documentation, first restoration, detailed 
documentation, second restoration — but the events, in the sense of 
coordinates of spacetimes, are usually overlooked. In what follows I 
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3 There existed an antinomy between Indian experts such as Lokesh Chandra and 
Soekmono, which echoes the old debate around the Indianisation of Java. Personal 
communication with Professor Haryani Santiko, January 2011.
highlights some of these events and show that certain portions of them 
are grouped by people who live and work in Borobudur as timescapes.
Purbakala and the Candi
The first of these events is the paved soil around Candi Borobudur. Some 
of the tenaga ahli purbakala still remember the locations of Sampoerno’s 
geological drills. They cannot pinpoint the spots, but they know in general 
the areas of the geological testing. Furthermore, they also recognise 
which parts of the soil have been elevated, which have been flattened, 
and some can tell interesting stories about how they had to speed up 
archaeological excavation from pit to pit, with bulldozers always right 
behind them. They also know that the soil is not homogeneous. The soil 
around Candi Borobudur is a marker for the technicians, but also for the 
younger generation of tenaga ahli purbakala that have been instructed in 
the history of Candi Borobudur’s restoration, which is an expansion of 
purbakala, when archaeological findings were elaborated by geologists 
and engineers.
	 Also a marker of purbakala is the foundation of Candi Borobudur. 
Concrete slabs were inserted into the hill beneath the monument in order 
to stabilise and strengthen its foundation. Although not visible today, the 
technicians still remember that engineers and archaeologists worked 
closely together during the second restoration of Candi Borobudur to 
design the procedures, so that the insertion would not harm the structure 
above the hill. They also see the strengthened foundation as an event in 
the heritage of Borobudur, because in the second restoration the results 
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of the first restoration, which left the walls tilting, were significantly 
improved.
(Illustration 1: Cross Section, Concrete Slabs. Source: Borobudur 
Restoration Project)
	 The next marker of continued efforts in the heritage of Borobudur 
is the drain system, which comprises filter layers, water tight layers, and 
drain pipes. In the first restoration, the draining of rainwater was not 
comprehensively addressed. It left water pouring out between stones in 
the gallery walls. In the second restoration, a filter layer was constructed 
along the slope of the hill beneath the monument, from under the plateau 
to the the bottom of the hidden foot. Three layers were added: Layer A to 
prevent deep percolation water from infiltrating the inner stones; Layer B, 
a watertight vertical barrier inside the inner walls; and Layer C, which 
comprised isolations around the concrete slabs and lead sheets under 
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the balustrades and relief walls. The drain system was completed with 
drainage pipes that lead from the plateau to the soil of the hill top area. All 
these elements are invisible today. However, when it rains and water 
pours out of the original sprouts, the people who live and work in 
Borobudur are reminded that what they have here is not just a relic of the 
past but also a functioning building. Recently, in 2012, some parts of this 
system were renewed, so that even visitors had the chance to see the 
drain system of Candi Borobudur.
(Illustration 2: Cross Section, Drain System. Source: Borobudur 
Restoration Project)
 Most visible among the results of the restoration work to today’s 
visitors are the galleries, the walls and, particularly the corner of the 
Karmawibhangga ‘hidden foot’. Unlike technicians and archaeologists, 
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however, the visitors might not realise the results as events of the heritage 
of Borobudur. The walls and floors of the galleries were once tilting. Van 
Erp did not have a sustainable solution to overcome this problem.
(Illustration 3: Van Erp’s Tilt. Source: Krom 1927)
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Visitors may also not recognise that all the galleries were dismantled and 
reconstructed in the second restoration. The operation proceed in 
stages, face by face, while the monument was still opened to the public, 
although with limited access. They may find it easier to understand that 
the leaders of the second restoration wanted to create instruments for 
general education by looking at the ‘uncovered’ section of the ‘hidden 
foot’ which was opened in total for the documentation by Yzerman in the 
nineteenth century.
(Illustration 4: The South-East Corner of the ‘Hidden Foot’. Source: 
Borobudur Restoration Project)
 Very recently in 2014, a number of heads of the Buddha statues 
were found in the region of Borobudur. Technicians and archaeologists 
hesitated. Previously, heads of the statues were found and some were 
successfully reattached during the second restoration. During that time, 
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however, the technicians and archaeologists of Balai Konservasi learned 
that it takes meticulous research to validate that two separated stones 
are actually part of one whole in Borobudur. Even where it seems 
obvious, such as for instance in stones of reliefs that match like pieces of 
a puzzle, there is always the possibility that something was placed in 
between them. During the second restoration, architect Jacques 
Dumarçay (1974: 225) pointed out that there have been at least two 
stages of restoration in ancient times that altered the original form of the 
monument. This alteration had effects in minute details. This is why the 
officers of Balai Konservasi are cautious. Furthermore, because every 
stone of the galleries was dismantled, numbered and treated physically 
and in many cases chemically, before being put back, the technicians 
have deep respect for the results of the restorations. 
(Illustration 5: Re-attaching a head to its body. Source: Borobudur 
Restoration Project)
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 The technicians remember parts of the galleries that created 
debates during the second restoration. They recall the incident when de 
Casparis was debating with an archaeologist about how to proceed with 
the reconstruction of one particular balustrade. The architect brooded 
over alternative ways of measuring. Meanwhile, the technicians with the 
help of senior stone matchers, reconstructed the balustrade on the 
ground, then argued that it could be placed on the monument. The 
archaeologist was in favour of this plan once he saw the ‘finished’ 
balustrade. This incident was ideosyncratic, though. More commonly was 
the use of photogrammetry and other innovative measuring techniques. 
The balustrades became markers of this procedure and the importance 
of balancing established scientific knowledge and technical innovations.
(Illustration 6 & 7: Photogrammetry and rebuilding a balustrade. Source: 
Borobudur Restoration Project)
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	 The rebuilding of Candi Borobudur in the second restoration 
proceeded in stages: the northern and southern sides and the western 
and eastern sides. It was decided to keep intact the base and the circular 
terraces, which were conserved in the work of Yzerman and the first 
restoration.
(Illustration 8  & 9: Schemes of the rebuilding of the four sides. Source: 
Borobudur Restoration Project)
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(Illustration 10 & 11: Photographs of the upper terrace, before and after 
the first restoration. Source: Krom 1927)
 The circular terraces have several markers of the spacetime of 
purbakala. Firstly are the plateaus. The first restoration proved that the 
reconstruction of Candi Borobudur was not only technically possible, it 
was also proof that physical restoration — not just restoration on paper 
as several experts have argued, particularly N. J. Krom — is indeed 
preferable. The restored circular terraces, perforated stupas, and the 
main stupa are events of the expansion of the spacetime of purbakala in 
the early twentieth century.
 The main stupa, however, is an event of the limit of this expansion. 
Actually, the stupa has an umbrella-shaft (yasti-chattra) that consists of 
three parts: the lower yasti, the middle yasti, and the parasol-like chattra. 
Before the first restoration, the stones of the yasti-chattra were scattered. 
Van Erp experimented, as there are many forms of yasti-chattra and 
different forms symbolise different meanings and functions of the stupa 
below the umbrella-shaft — the exact meanings and the functions of 
Candi Borobudur being unknown at that time and up to now.
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(Illustration 12: The main stupa with the yasti-chattra attached after the 
first restoration. Source: Tropenmuseum)
	 In the second restoration, it was decided that only the lower yasti 
could be attached to the main stupa with certainty. Stones of the mid-
section of the yasti and the chattra were stored in a museum. In 1990, 
however, the stones were analysed and new experiments were 
conducted and the result is exhibited in the museum.
(Illustration 13: The Chattra. Source: 
Kasiati 2000. Legend: 1. new stones, 
1983; 2. half new half original stones; 
3-8. original stones; 9. stones made 
during first restoration; 10. two original 
stones, four new stones; base = four 
original stones, two stones made during 
first restoration)
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	 In 1985, nine of the perforated stupas were damaged in a 
bombing attack on Candi Borobudur. Bombs were actually placed at 
other stupas, the main stupa included, but only nine detonated. They 
were restored, but for the technicians of Borobudur they are markers of 
the contraction of the purbakala spacetime as their colleagues were 
interrogated.
 During the second restoration, the spacetime of purbakala 
reached the widest limit of its expansion. According to Unesco (see 
Anom 2005: 77-8) ten institutions were included: a. Lembaga Purbakala, 
b. Universitas Gadjah Mada (microbiology, laboratory, in situ tests, water 
analysis and soil studies, civil engineering studies, c. Universitas 
Saraswati of Solo (civil engineering studies), d. Institut Teknologi Bandung 
(drillings and soil mechanical studies), e. Laboratoire de cryptogamie, 
Museum national d’Histoire naturelle, Paris (studies of Borobudur 
materials, biology), f. Bureau de recherches geologiques et minieres, 
Orleans-la-Source (study of Borobudur materials, testing of conservation 
products, statistical processing of data), g. Centre experimental du 
batiment et des travaux publics, Paris (testing of conservation and 
restoration products, h. TNO Institute for Building Materials and Building 
Construction, Deflt (analysis of concrete aggregate and concrete), i. Soil 
Mechanical Laboratory, Delft (cone penetration tests, soil mechanical 
studies and stability analysis), j. Netherlands Engineering Consultants 
(civil engineering studies, design of engineering works, planning transport 
of ornamental and building stones). A tour around the events of the 
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spacetime of purbakala guided by the technicians reveals the involvement 
the institutions in the heritage of Borobudur.
	 To conclude, the restored monument of Borobudur, the candi, is 
the most prominent timescape of purbakala. It is not presented as such, 
however, save in the newly opened Restoration Museum, which is 
located in the compound of Balai Konservasi, hidden from the millions of 
visitors who come to Borobudur every year. These visitors come into 
contact with other timescapes of purbakala that are scattered in the 
national park.
Purbakala and the National Park
It is commonly assumed that there is a tension between conservation 
and tourism in heritage. In Borobudur, I would say, they are strange 
bedfellows. In this part I show that the national park — which was 
designed as an archaeological park — has many markers of the 
spacetime of purbakala which are used by both technicians and 
archaeologists of Balai Konservasi and tourism operators and officers of 
PT Taman. Interestingly, some of the markers for people of Balai 
Konservasi are usually associated with tourism, while some of the 
markers for people of PT Taman are usually associated with archaeology. 
To describe these markers in a systematic way, I use a map that was 
created by students of universities of Yogyakarta with the help of people 
who live and work in Borobudur. The map indicates 56 places of interest 
in the national park, but I will discuss only a select few.
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(Map 7: The Candi Borobudur Tourism Park Green Map. Source: 
www.opengreenmap.org, retrieved 31 May 2014.)
	 The legend of the map starts with the main road towards the park, 
parking spaces, garbage disposal, souvenir market, and public toilets. All 
these are tourist facilities. Also listed is a banyan tree, which was used by 
protesters of the Jagad Jawa souvenir centre to mark the location of the 
relocated traditional market of Borobudur. 
	 The ticket counters that follow in the legend, however, are markers 
of both tourism and archaeology, because recently a test excavation was 
conducted here and revealed archaeological findings. I asked senior 
archaeologist Mundarjito, whether this kind of rescue archaeology would 
be possible to turn into public archaeology, to which he replied that there 
are actually many area around and within the national park that may 
contain artefacts. Nevertheless, the archaeological and the commercial 
activities mark this place as both tourism and archaeological space.
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(Illustration 14: An officer of Balai Konservasi shows sherds of 
earthenware that was discovered in one of the test pits near the ticket 
counter. The man in white in the background led the women with the 
purple scarf and three others to the candi. In front of one of the reliefs, he 
led a ritual, uttering a mix of Arabic and Javanese words. Such activities 
are actually forbidden, but they occur from time to time when conducted 
in small groups with usually less than ten participants.)
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 The legend of the Candi Borobudur Tourism Park Green Map 
continues with the promenade leading to the candi. This is both 
archaeological and tourism space, since the head of the restoration 
project, Soekmono, specifically asked to develop an entrance that would 
enhance the grandeur of the temple. For tourists, it is the main way 
towards Candi Borobudur within the national park, and many souvenir 
peddler open their ‘shops’ here.
(Illustration 15: The promenade leading to Candi Borobudur)
 The next important entries in the legend of the green map can be 
grouped as the PT Taman Wisata compound. They comprise the office 
buildings, the parking space for officers’ vehicles and tourist busses, as 
well as the new developed Aksobaya Stage. Usually, this part of the 
national park is defined as tourism space through and through. However, 
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it is actually both tourism and archaeological space. In the original 
masterplan of the national archaeological park, this compound was 
designed to become the Borobudur Study Centre, and would host 
researchers, seminars, and conservation workshops. It still functions as 
such, but rarely. Then again, its architecture is similar to that of the Balai 
Konservasi Office Complex. Interestingly, in the front of the lobby, there is 
a replica of the chattra that was reconstructed through an experiment of 
the archaeologists of Balai Konservasi. Also, many bodhi trees (Ficus 
religiosa) have been planted by pilgrims who stayed at Manohara of PT 
Taman, the only hotel within the national park.
 
(Illustration 16: Hollywood Artist Richard Gere on the stage of Aksobaya 
after the ‘Mahakarya Borobudur’ song-and-dance theatrical performance 
(sendratari). The management of PT Taman, under the leadership of S.D. 
Darmono, who also owns the Jababeka Industrial Park east of Jakarta, 
wanted a performance that would match the Ramayana of Prambanan.)
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(Illustration 17: A typical twin-bed room of the Manohara ‘Borobudur 
Study Centre’ which would be very nice if researchers are given special 
rates or big discounts of the nearly USD 100 price per night tag.)
 In the noughties, there were efforts to bring Hotel Manohara closer 
to its original function as a study centre. A library with books and articles 
about Borobudur was added and the official name of the hotel was 
returned to ‘Borobudur Study Centre’. A replica of the Balai Konservasi 
officer’s chattra experiment has been placed in front of the lobby, next to 
the drop off zone. I saw incense being burned in front of the replica, with 
flowers arranged in an earthenware bowl like an offering. Perhaps it is 
only a marketing gimmick to make the hotel look more interesting. 
However, after the noughties, the management was replaced and it is not 
clear whether the efforts were continued and more archaeological 
activities are conducted.
210
	 Activities of the planned study centre have been conducted in the 
Balai Konservasi Office Compound. Here, there are several laboratories, 
and recently a museum of the restoration work was added. The library is 
open to public and is frequented by students, both at the secondary and 
tertiary level. The laboratories provide services to other conservation 
agencies and also functions as a training centre. Other facilities include a 
green house, two climatology stations, and a three dimensional laser 
scanner photogrammetry studio.
(Illustration 18: Officers and guests in the physical/petrographical 
laboratory)
	 Balai Konservasi has the most complete archives of the restoration 
project of Borobudur. It still has most of the print-outs of the computer 
analyses, which were used widely from stone management to logistics 
management, at a time when most offices in Indonesia did not even have 
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computers, and data input was carried out with punch cards. The 
archives also include tens of thousands prints of photographs and many 
of the negative films, covering subjects from the large portions of civil 
engineering work to the minute details of the stones that were treated 
with methods of chemical archaeology. Furthermore, the archives also 
include maps and technical drawings that were created by the technico-
archaeological section. And beyond the archives, Balai Konservasi also 
still observes the effect on climate on stone adhesives, more than thirty 
years after the restoration project has ended. It goes without saying that 
the Balai Konservasi Borobudur compound is full of markers of 
archaeological activities. 
	 There is however also a marker of tourism function, namely the 
office of security working group (Kelompok Kerja Perlindungan). Here, 
schedules of arriving guests and their itineraries are written on a white 
board, not unlike those in the office of PT Taman. The difference is that 
the guests are mainly official visitors, including guests of the state. The 
VIPs are always accompanied by officers of Balai Konservasi rather than 
PT Taman, which is rather interesting because in the Presidential Decree 
of 1992 that established PT Taman, this kind of security is the 
responsibility of the tourism operator. It seems that there is an unwritten 
rule that is enacted by Balai Konservasi in regard to a certain areas of 
tourism in Borobudur.
	 Which brings me to the last place listed in the legend of the green 
map that I want to discuss in detail. This is the area of the VIP entrance to 
the west of Candi Borobudur.
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(Illustration 19: The Pesangrahan Guest House of Borobudur in 1873, 
located to the west of Borobudur. Source: Tropenmuseum)
(Illustration 20: The Parking Space at the west of Candi Borobudur in 
early twentieth century. Source: Tropenmuseum) 
	 The American travel-writer, geographer and photographer Eliza 
Ruhamah Scidmore wrote in late nineteenth century about this area:
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With five hundred Buddhas in near neighborhood, one might expect a 
little of the atmosphere of Nirvana, and the looking at so many 
repetitions  of one object might well produce the hypnotic stage akin to 
it. The cool, shady passagrahan at Boro Boedor affords  as  much of 
earthly quiet and absolute calm, as entire a retreat from the outer, 
modern world, as  one could ever expect to find now in any land of the 
lotus. This  government rest-house is  maintained by the resident of 
Kedu, and every accommodation is  provided for the pilgrim, at a fixed 
charge of six florins  the day. The keeper of the passagrahan was a 
slow-spoken, lethargic, meditative old Hollander, with whom it was 
always afternoon. One half expected him to change from battek 
pajamas to yellow draperies, climb up on some vacant lotus pedestal, 
and, posing his  fingers, drop away into eternal meditation, like his  stony 
neighbors. Tropic life and isolation had reduced him to that mental 
stagnation, torpor, or depression so common with single Europeans  in 
far Asia, isolated from all social friction, active, human interests, and 
natural sympathies, and so far out of touch with the living, moving 
world of the nineteenth century. Life goes on in placidity, endless quiet, 
and routine at Boro Boedor. Visitors come rarely; they most often stop 
only for riz tavel, and drive on; and not a half-dozen American names 
appear in the visitors' book, the first entry in which is  dated 1869 
(Scidmore 1922/1897: 203-4).
 I remember sitting one afternoon in the security post at the VIP 
area west to Candi Borobudur. It was a working day, not a holiday. 
Groups of visitors, in total not more than 100, climbed the monument. 
The large lawn between the area and the candi was empty. The officers 
did not have much to do. From time to time they reminded visitors 
through the sound-system to not to climb on the statues and the stupas, 
which are visible from the post. I felt that not much had changed in terms 
of isolation, far “from all social friction,” except that the Pesanggarahan 
was gone and the parking space for the VIP vehicles was paved and 
layered with asphalt. Of course, this “tropic life” existed only in my 
imagination.
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(Illustration 21: Ritual at the western side of Candi Borobudur during 
Vesak Commemoration in 2010. Thousands of pilgrims come together in 
the lawn between the VIP area and the monument)
 During the commemoration of Vesak in the noughties, the security 
post was commonly used as distribution centre of food and drinks. At 
that time, officers of Balai Konservasi and PT Taman, security personnel, 
and members of the organising committee squeeze into the security 
post. All officers than play host, inform the organising committee about 
certain facilities that they need, access to electricity for instance, or 
running water, or even the best route for the ambulance to get out of the 
park as quickly as possible without running into the mass of pilgrims and 
spectators. The VIP area then becomes a central place — at one time 
even the field coordinating centre — for supporting activities of the 
religious event.
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	 In most days of the years, however, the place is visited by a few 
curious tourists, mostly led by guides, who want to see the inscription.
(Illustration 22: The Post-Restoration Inscription of 1983, which lists all 
the contributing countries and donors) 
(Illustration 23: Not many realise that there is actually another inscription, 
namely the Pre-Restoration Inscription of 1973, which underlines the 
intentions behind the restoration of Candi Borobudur)
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	 The VIP area has markers of tourism, Buddhism, and archaeology. 
It was developed and transformed, but it is still has events of the 
purbakala spacetime. In this sense it differs from the rest of the places 
that are listed in the legend of the green map. The map makers, the 
university students from Yogyakarta and people who live and work in 
Borobudur, list another 25 places as markers of the national park.
 Near the PT Taman compound, they list a ‘VIP pathway’ that leads 
directly to candi. Archaeologically this path has no significance and in 
terms of tourism it is no attraction in itself. The path was probably 
included because it gives guests of the Manohara Hotel access to the 
national park without purchasing entry tickets.
	 Furthermore, listed is the Jaten Hill. This is one the three hills that 
are mentioned in early purbakala descriptions of Borobudur. In the map, 
however, it is listed as a place with a unique view on Candi Borobudur, 
not because of the artefacts that were found in the area.
 Next to the Jaten Hill is the old climatology station of Balai 
Konservasi. During and after the restoration, at this station was gathered 
with manual methods information about weather that influenced 
calculations for the foundation, drain system, and stone treatment. The 
map makers do not link the station’s information to stories about the 
ancient swamp that dried out hundreds of years before.
 Interestingly, the map makers list the ‘Bodhi tree’ (Ficus religiosa) 
near the climatology station. Probably they had in mind the old tree, 
which was actually cut down during the restoration period. It is also 
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possible that they link the presence of the tree with a observation site 
nearby, which has a unique view towards the monument.
 Also interesting is the fact that the map makers distinguish as two 
‘sites’ the Karmawibhangga relief and Candi Borobudur. If they separate 
the relief from the candi, why did they not separate the main stupa and 
the popular ‘Kakek Bima‘ — one of the perforated stupas that is believed 
to host a representation of one of the Pandawa brothers — too?
	 Nevertheless, they list the workshop of Balai Konservasi near the 
candi that is rarely if ever visited by tourists. Also, appearing on the list is 
the neglected small building to the south of the candi. I also wondered 
about its existence and asked officers of Balai Konservasi about it. They 
explained that it must have had something to do with the flower garden 
next to it.
 This garden is listed in the legend of the green map, right before 
the open space to the south of Candi Borobudur that is used by people 
who live and work in Borobudur as a football field. It is named ‘Old 
Trafford’ after the famous stadium of the Manchester United Football 
Club. People in Borobudur hold regularly football competitions — in 
addition to volleyball and, to a lesser extent, badminton — and, in the 
past, football matches were occasions for betting. The latter is another 
popular sport in Borobudur and several types of gambling was rampant 
in the 1970s until it was forbidden in the 1980s.
	 To the west of the candi are the office of the garden management 
and the seedling garden of PT Taman. During the KSN debate, the 
existence of particular species of flora and fauna was an important part of 
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the academic argument in favour of the sustainable development of the 
Borobudur cultural landscape. No further discussion has been held, 
however, to link the these important species with those depicted in the 
reliefs of Candi Borobudur.
 Furthermore, the green map still lists the elephant cages that now 
do not exist anymore. The presence of elephants was an issue debated 
in 2003, where the elephant rides were likened to those of the strange 
‘choo-choo’ that Chemburkar mentioned in her discussion of the 
Borobudur ‘heterotopia’. Elephants were exchanged as gifts between 
royal courts in Java and beyond and took part in various spectacles. In 
2009, residents of the small town of Blora, 105 kilometres from 
Semarang, discovered the most intact fossilised elephant skeleton — 
estimated by researchers to be not less than 200,000 years old — ever 
found in Indonesia. Yet, the elephants of the Borobudur national park 
were deemed to be as bizarre as the ‘choo-choo’ train.
 Peculiarity, nonetheless, has become an effective branding image 
for the old restaurant of PT Bukit Dagi, the company that controversially 
acquired a piece of land near the Dagi Hill in the early 1970s, that 
transformed into an art and curio gallery in the noughties. Listed as 
‘Galeri Unik dan Seni’ (literal translation of art and curio), the gallery’s 
exhibits include ‘the largest Javanese cloth’ ‘the heaviest book in 
Indonesia’ side-by-side with handicrafts from Central Java. Perhaps it 
was inspired by the Museum Rekor Indonesia, the Indonesian version of 
Guinness World Records, that once opened a branch inside the national 
park — but is not listed in the legend of the green map.
219
 An ‘ex-facility’ of the national park that is listed is the bird park. It 
was located in the western-most area of the park, still to the west of the 
Dagi Hill. In the map it is shown — but not listed in the legend — that 
there are several illegal entrances near the location of the former bird 
park. This may be a hint towards understanding the support of people 
who live and work in the west of the national park towards the plan of 
developing the ‘Jagad Jawa’ souvenir centre and relocate the main 
entrance of the national park to the west. It is not, however, a marker of 
purbakala.
 The next two items on the legend of the green map can be 
considered as such based on their names, namely Museum Samudra 
Raksa and Museum Karmawibhangga. However, while the latter was 
established towards the completion of the restoration project and is firmly 
connected to the purbakala of Borobudur, the former was built to host a 
replica of the ancient Javanese vessel that is depicted in one of the reliefs 
of Borobudur. The replica was used in the Borobudur Ship Expedition, 
approved by Britain’s Royal Geographical Society, that demonstrated the 
possibility of ancient Indo-Malay people to sail around the Cape of Good 
Hope and as far as West Africa. It is more common to think about this 
possibility in terms of the Austronesian migration that happened 
thousands of years earlier and thus the value of the exhibition, and the 
replica, in the heritage of Borobudur was debated.
 Lastly, the 56th entry in the legend of the Candi Borobudur Tourism 
Park Green Map is the building of the Gunadharma Borobudur Tourism 
Cooperative. The cooperative organises 3,000 members who all operate 
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within the national park — around 1,500 in kiosks and 1,500 by walking 
around to promote their goods — serving around 5,000 tourists per day. 
On holidays, particularly Vesak, Idul Fitr, and Christmas, the number of 
tourists can reach more than 40,000. By that time, however, the number 
of traders and peddler reaches more than 6,000 (see Investor Daily, 17 
May 2011). Nevertheless, it seems that the tourism cooperative building 
is not a marker of purbakala, except maybe for the fact that they make 
the most out of the short visits of tourists, which ‘traditionally’, based on 
Scidmore’s travelogue, last at most one day.
Purbakala and the Region of Borobudur
In her heterotopical understanding of Borobudur, Chemburkar defines the 
luxury hotel Amanjiwo as a hybrid, with its “recycled traditional forms of 
Borobudur stupikas that are juxtaposed with modern-day facilities such 
as swimming pools and bar.” It is the only place in the region that she 
highlights. Actually there are three more upscale hotels, two have been 
developed recently, namely Saraswati on the corner of the new main road 
that leads from Mendut to Candi Borobudur, Plataran in the Tanjungan 
village to the west of Candi Borobudur, and Villa Borobudur on the 
northern slopes of the Menoreh Hills near Amanjiwo. All have one thing in 
common: an unobstructed view towards Candi Borobudur, although in 
the case of Saraswati this means being very close to the national park 
rather than having a beautiful vista. To people who live and work in 
Borobudur, this view is more important than the hybridity.
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(Illustration 24: The main hall of Amanjiwo at dusk)
(Illustration 25: The swimming pool of Amanjiwo, with the stupa-like 
gazebo, the stupikas mentioned by Chemburkar are a bit hard to find; 
maybe the management has changed the aesthetic elements)
222
(Illustration 26: The view from the main hall of Amanjiwo. Actually, when 
entering the compound of the hotel, driving down a rather steep road, a 
223
window grants a direct view to Candi Borobudur, creating a postcard 
effect that is cherished by people who work for Amanjiwo)
 It seems that tourism is the exact opposite of archaeology when it 
comes to ‘seeing’ in Borobudur. Tourism operators and their guests value 
an unobstructed view onto the monument. Archaeologists uphold the 
view from the monument that is free from ‘visual pollution‘ and by that 
they usually mean large structures that distract attention from the 
‘original’ landmarks of the region, such as mountains, paddy fields, 
gardens, and so on. Yet, I believe that at least since the nineteenth 
century there has developed a relationship between tourism and 
archaeology within the heritage of Borobudur, a relationship that is best 
understood in the spacetime of purbakala.
 In 2004, I had the chance to witness the beginning of instantiating 
this spacetime outside of the national park. At that time, I accompanied a 
Singaporean filmmaker who wanted to shoot a documentary film about 
Borobudur. The production was to be pitched a tv-channel in Singapore 
that aired a series about “Unsolved History” — each episode contains an 
event in history that has never been conclusively solved. In every episode, 
a team of scientists tries to solve the case. The film-maker had the idea 
to explore the mysteries of Borobudur, since some fundamental 
questions about its existence — what does it stand for, who built it, what 
is its function and so on — have not been fully answered. To look for 
ways to produce new material, I asked Suparno, then still photographer 
of Balai Konservasi Borobudur to guide us. He agreed and suggested to 
first get an overview about the whole area of Borobudur, while at the 
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same time shoot one of the most important moments in the area that can 
be captured every day, but each day being a bit different.
 Very early in the morning, before dawn, we departed. It was a 
short trip of less than half an hour, southwest of Candi Borobudur, into 
the Menoreh Hills. At the village of Karangrejo, we had to stop and park, 
and continue on foot from there. The trail was slippery, small and steep. It 
seemed that not that many people had walked on this path. After 
trekking for another half an hour, we arrived. We were standing on top of 
small hill, with a small opening through the forest. Suparno told us that 
this place had a name, Punthuk Setumbu, but I did not think much about 
it then. He also explained that it was from this spot that the renown 
photographer of the Kompas newspaper, Arbain Rambey, shot the front-
page photograph for the 2004 New Year’s edition. Kompas had covered 
the controversy of Borobudur rather intensively throughout 2003, and 
one of its journalist actually joined the protest rallies. But, we came here 
to capture sunrise, not to cover a story about activism.
	 The weather was not that good. It was still early January, still in the 
rainy season. We did not had rain, but the mist was very thick. The film-
maker was worried. We could not see the landscape below us. But, then, 
slowly, the sun came out. Suparno was excited. He said:
You see, this  is  what I’m talking about. Megah (Majestic)! The 
mountains  of Merapi and Merbabu at the horison to the East. The sun 
comes out right in between them during the dry season … and look: 
the mist is  clearing. Now you can see the houses. People are starting 
to cook. There are the smoke columns  … You see the fields near the 
villages? Nobody’s  there now. It’s  still too early. The streetlights have 
not been switched off … And there are the telecom towers. There, with 
the blinking red lights  on them … Too bad, they ruin the view. But, 
people do need communications, don’t they … Ah, yes. There is  Candi 
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Borobudur. Now it comes  out. Can you spot the floodlights? The Candi 
is right next to them.
 The filmmaker rushed to shot the sunrise. It was a bit difficult for 
him, since some trees blocked the view from the best angles. He 
managed to get a spot he liked and sat down his camera, attempting to 
capture the whole ‘drama’ that — he was told — would last around 45 
minutes. Suparno sat next to him, keenly interested in the video camera 
and how it would manage the dramatic change of lighting conditions. The 
filmmaker explained that his camera actually could not cope perfectly 
with the changes. A digital single-reflex camera that can be set to capture 
timelapses — a series of hundreds of pictures with pre-set intervals — 
would be much better.
 It turned out that he was right. The video shot was good, but far 
from perfect. We all went back to Suparno’s place, where Ibu Tini, 
Suparno’s wife and partner in their warung nasi business, has prepared 
breakfast. Over the famous Nasi Magelangan — a mixture of rice and 
noodles, with shreds of chicken, slowly boiled over a charcoal stove — 
we chatted about cameras, photography and filmmaking, and the best 
spots in Borobudur. Suparno explained that he has been wandering 
around the Menoreh Hills for many years, mostly after playing tennis with 
guests of Amanjiwo, looking for these spots. He also told us how he had 
learned a lot from interactions with visitors, not only the Amanjiwo tourists 
but also photographers from almost all over the world, and how he 
hoped that the people of Karangrejo would turn Punthuk Setumbu into a 
platform, from where visitors would could appreciate Borobudur in the 
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morning glory that he cherishes so much. It would generate income for 
them, while making them aware of the heritage of Borobudur.
	 In 2009, five years after the first visit, I once again stood on the top 
of Punthuk Setumbu. The path up the hill was paved, and the clearing 
was turned into a platform. Trees that obstruct the view were cut-down, 
but not excessively. A transportable public toilet was placed nearby. At 
the entry of the platform was placed a small ticket counter, but nobody 
asked Suparno and I to buy tickets.
	 I thought this trip would round up my journey in Borobudur, 
helping me to reach a conclusion about the relation between the 
monument and the people who live and work in Borobudur. Yet, it proved 
to be just another stop, a pause if you like, for it seems now to me that 
Borobudur is something that has to be experienced again and again to 
come to grips with its existence, just like my supervisor had predicted 
when I planned my fieldtrip in 2007.
 Suparno guided me again, but he was already retired in 2009. 
“Even better,” I thought, perhaps rather selfishly, “because it means that 
there would be more time to reflect on the monument together with him.” 
I still remembered how he explained the relations between Candi 
Borobudur, the sun, the volcanoes of Merapi and Merbabu, and the 
villages back in 2004. I remember him saying:
You see, this  is  what I’m talking about. Megah (Majestic)! The 
mountains  of Merapi and Merbabu at the horison to the East. The sun 
comes out right in between them during the dry season … and look: 
the mist is  clearing. Now you can see the houses. People are starting 
to cook. There are the smoke columns  … You see the fields near the 
villages? Nobody’s  there now. It’s  still too early. The streetlights have 
not been switched off … And there are the telecom towers. There, with 
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the blinking red lights  on them … Too bad, they ruin the view. But, 
people do need communications, don’t they … Ah, yes. There is  Candi 
Borobudur. Now it comes  out. Can you spot the floodlights? The Candi 
is right next to them.
 With a few sentences, Suparno had put forwards how purbakala 
situates the ancient within the changing cultural landscape of Borobudur. 
The volcanoes of Merapi and Merbabu are the most ancient, formed 
before human time; but they still ‘exist’, not only because they have been 
erupting from time to time, but also because they frame the rise of the 
sun. People have learned to live and benefit from them, creating enough 
surplus from agriculture so that they were able to build monuments such 
as Candi Borobudur. This monument is then the second-most ancient 
and reminds us about the relation between people and the volcanoes by 
the sheer fact that the stones that were used to build the Candi were 
once coming out of the belly of the fiery mountains. In the past, people 
cherished their relationship with the environment. But, people changed 
through time, becoming more egocentrical, focusing only on the fulfilment 
of their own wants, chasing after technology to empower themselves, 
pursuing always the latest, and forgetting what is important in life, which 
is our ability to live in harmony with our environment and work towards 
great deeds. The greatness of Candi Borobudur, in the timescape of 
purbakala, and in Suparno’s words, is such that it provides people with a 
lesson about life.
	 Laughter broke my moment of contemplation. Suparno and I were 
not alone at Punthuk Setumbu. There was a couple of Japanese tourists, 
newly-wed, accompanied by five young men from the village of 
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Karangrejo, the village just below Punthuk Setumbu. Suparno had told 
me that the villagers are now taking charge through their association of 
young adults, the Karang Taruna, and that the five young men are 
actually the caretakers of Punthuk Setumbu on behalf of this association. 
My first reaction was to think about ownership. Was it not Suparno who 
discovered this spot? Was it not him who located the value of the 
position with its direct view on the monument and almost the whole 
cultural landscape of Borobudur?
“You now what’s important in life?” asked one of the young men.
“What do you mean?” asked back the Japanese husband.
“Coffee!”
“Coffee?”
“Yes, coffee. And good friends  who would laugh even when you are 
telling a bad joke.”
“Coffee and bad jokes.” The husband was not sure where this 
conversation was heading towards.
“Especially when you are living in a big city.”
“True. Coffee and good friends are important in big cities.”
 The group has been chatting while waiting for the sun to rise. They 
have been exchanging jokes—not really good ones, but it did not seem 
to matter. It also did not seem to matter that they were standing in front 
of the great timescape of purbakala, a theater of the dynamic relationship 
between people and nature, manifested in the ancient Candi of 
Borobudur. They all came for the sunrise. The Japanese couple came 
with their sophisticated cameras, DSLRs of the newest version, able to 
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‘shoot’ in low-light, so-and-so many frames per second, also good for 
making film-like videos, I learned by eavesdropping on the group’s 
conversation. Perhaps they used the expensive gear to create a series of 
sunrises: sunrise at beach A, B, C and so on; sunrise at mountain 1, 2, 3 
and so on; and now sunrise at Candi Borobudur, tomorrow at Candi 
Prambanan … but then it came to me.
 Yes, what is important in life? Indeed. Suparno spend most of his 
life in the spacetime of purbakala. He earned a living; raised his children; 
lost two of his children; built a home that houses his business with his 
wife; took advantage of knowledge and skills that he learned from his 
father, advancing in terms of ilmu purbakala; was marginalised in the 
institutional development of Borobudur within the compartment of Balai 
Konservasi, a small part of lembaga purbakala; and ‘graduated’—to use 
a term of the tenaga ahli purbakala that alludes to achievement—from the 
project of restoring Candi Borobudur as an established photographer. 
The spacetime of purbakala which focuses on the existence of Candi 
Borobudur has provided Suparno a perspective on life.
 What then is Punthuk Setumbu to him and other people who live 
and work in Borobudur. Can they be identified solely in terms of either 
archaeology or tourism, or conservation and money-making? Is 
purbakala not the combination of the two — where archaeology and 
tourism are but two different ways of valuing the presence of Candi 
Borobudur, yet continuously juxtaposed in the heritage of Borobudur — 
and other disciplines, ranging from sciences such as geology to practical 
knowledge such as photography and filmmaking. And how about the 
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markers of the candi and of the national park: if people who live and work 
in Borobudur see them as events of purbakala then how do they see the 
assemblages of those events?
(Illustration 27: A view from Punthuk Setumbu. Source: Suparno)
Timescapes of Borobudur
At the beginning of this chapter I discussed Chemburkar’s attempt to 
biographically understand Borobudur as a series of heterotopias. I do not 
think that all six principles of describing heterotopias4  that Foucault 
mentioned in his March 1967 lecture were upheld in the attempt. Her 
main mistake, however, it can be called as such, because she is not 
facing the same interlocutors as mine, is that she uses Foucault’s implicit 
notion of spacetime as if it is ‘ours’. Foucault was talking about a 
particular epoch, the epoch of space, that is related in a diametrical 
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4 The six principles are in brief: 1. heterotopias have been around for ages, but some are 
disappearing; 2. they change function over time; 3. they juxtapose incompatible sites; 4. 
they open onto heterochronies, function at full capacity when men totally leave their 
traditional time; 5. they isolate but are penetrable; 6. they create space that is either 
illusionary (like in nineteenth century brothels) or compensating (like colonies). 
opposition to the nineteenth century epoch of time, where “space itself 
has a history in Western experience and it is not possible to disregard the 
fatal intersection of time with space” (Foucault 1986: 22). This history of 
the intersections — the turn from sacred to profane places in the Middle 
Ages of Europe, the turn from Middle Age places to Galileo’s points of 
extension in infinitely open space, and the turn from the points to sites 
within networks of being in the twentieth century — has rendered time to 
appear to us “only as one of the various distributive operations that are 
possible for the elements that are spread out in space” (Foucault 1986: 
23). So, it seems that in Chemburkar’s understanding, following this 
notion of time, the candi, the resort, the luxury hotel, and so on are 
bound together by one and the same spacetime, namely that of 
Unesco’s production of world-class tourist attractions, or, in other words, 
the spacetime of global capitalism. But, are they? Is it not possible that 
there are other spacetimes at work in Borobudur?
 I have argued that throughout the heritage of Borobudur the 
spacetime of purbakala has been, to use Chemburkar’s expression, 
“enveloping” Candi Borobudur. As all spacetimes, purbakala expands 
and contracts. These movements are sensed by people who live and 
work in Borobudur in particular places. These are timescapes of the 
expansion of purbakala and timescapes of the contraction of purbakala. 
To conclude this chapter, then, I describe three of the timescapes, 
namely the candi itself, the national park, and Punthuk Setumbu.
 I showed that within the presence of Candi Borobudur are markers 
of purbakala: the soil around the candi, the foundation, the drain system, 
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the galleries, the corner of the ‘hidden foot’, the balustrades, the 
terraces, and the main stupa. Each have a special meaning for the 
technicians and the archaeologists of Balai Konservasi, and as such they 
become events in the purbakala spacetime.
 The soil shows that the presence of Candi Borobudur is influenced 
by geological forces, which ‘show up’ from time to time, rhythmically. 
Earthquakes and volcanic eruptions are the signs of these forces. 
Recently, Mount Merapi erupted million cubicmeters of pyroclast and ash. 
Candi Borobudur was covered and tourism, as well as other activities, 
was disrupted. However, after some time, the same material that 
interrupted their lives also nurtured the soil that is important to grow 
paddy and other plants that sustain their lives. The soil around the candi 
reminds them that with all the sophisticated technology that was used 
during the restoration of 1973-1983, the being of Borobudur still depends 
on greater forces that are beyond the reach of us. Officers of Balai 
Konservasi gave me this explanation, while pointing out that a restoration 
is never fully completed. Because the soil around Candi Borobudur was 
reworked in the restoration it is an event in purbakala.
 The foundation, particularly the concrete slabs, are usually unseen. 
At times, such as the reparation of the drain system, they ‘reappear’. To 
the archaeologists and technicians of Balai Konservasi, the foundation 
and the drain system show that restoration work is a complex system 
that interconnects various academic disciplines and technical know-how. 
It highlights moments of truths of the restoration project and projects the 
importance of collaboration in the future of Candi Borobudur. The 
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connection between the concrete slabs and the parts of the drain system 
is another event in purbakala.
 The south-east corner of the ‘hidden foot’ is also an event in 
purbakala. It highlights the importance of accurate documentation and 
the value of factual information. One some of the stones in this corner, 
inscriptions show that the builders of Borobudur were following a 
designed system of constructing buildings. As a marker, the corner 
reminds the officers of Balai Konservasi that looking back to move 
forward is important in their work and lives. Nothing is really new under 
the sun, but there are always ways to renew the existing, however 
established it might seem.
	 This insight is also apparent for the archaeologists and technicians 
of Balai Konservasi in the galleries, particularly the balustrades that were 
subject of the debate between architects and archaeologists of the 
restoration project. These are events in purbakala for they highlight the 
combination between meticulous measurement and visionary imagin-
ation.
	 So far I have mentioned only events that highlight the synchronical 
dimension of purbakala. There are also events in Candi Borobudur that 
highlight the diachronic dimension. These are the perforated stupas on 
the circular terraces of the upper levels and the main stupa, which were 
restored in the first restoration of 1907-1911 and inspected in the second 
restoration of 1973-1983.
	 The perforated stupas on the circular terraces show at first 
glimpse that nothing much has changed after the second restoration. 
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Closer inspection, however, reveals that there are nine that show signs of 
severe damage. In January 1985, nine bombs exploded and seriously 
damaged the stupas, destroying the results that were achieved in the first 
restoration of Candi Borobudur. They were restored again, but to the 
technicians and archaeologists of Balai Konservasi, the result was not as 
good as that of the Van Erp restoration. The bomber was captured and 
sentenced to prison. It turned out that the bombing was an act of 
retaliation related to the storming of a mosque by soldiers of the 
Indonesian army in Tanjung Priok, North Jakarta, 1984. The nine 
perforated stupas are thus events that show the political dimension of 
purbakala, and remind people who live and work in Borobudur that 
rhythms in this dimension is dominantly national, although there are also 
elements of local and international politics.
 The main stupa, then, shows that the rhythms of purbakala 
involves very long intervals. Before the 1907-1911 restoration, the main 
stupa was in bad shape. Particularly, the pinnacle of the stupa was not 
intact. The yasti and the chattra were not attached. Van Erp tried to find 
the missing stones, manufactured some, experimented, installed, but 
then decided that only the lower part of the yasti could be attached. In 
the 1973-1983  restoration, the loose stones were put in Museum 
Karmawibhangga after it was decided that not enough information had 
been gathered to justify a full restoration of the yasti and the chattra. 
Much later, in 1999, archaeologists and technicians of Balai Konservasi 
continued Van Erp’s experimented. They reconstructed the yasti and the 
chattra, identified the problems, but also left the results at Museum 
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Karmawibhangga. In the noughties, the new management of PT Taman 
wanted to attach the results of the experiments. Debates followed, 
several proposals were rejected, including the attachment of a flag pole 
with the Indonesian flag, as a sign of nationalism. Until today, the pinnacle 
of the main stupa still stands as it was left by van Erp, except for the 
lightning pole. 
 To people who live and work in Borobudur, particularly the 
archaeologists and technicians of Balai Konservasi, relations between 
these events compose what I call a timescape of purbakala. It reveals not 
only changes, but also the rhythm of these changes within the heritage of 
Borobudur. Expansion of purbakala occurred during the restorations. The 
timescape of Candi Borobudur shows to people who live and work in 
Borobudur what it took to bring the monument to its current presence. 
That is why, when it was proposed to ‘restore’ the cultural landscape of 
Borobudur in 2003, these people hesitated: if the first restoration took 
several hundred men, the second several thousand, how much men 
would it take to conduct the proposed ‘third’ restoration? They also 
thought about haphazard restorations, which would cause damage and 
thus set back the conservation of Borobudur, turning back the wheel of 
time rather than advancing it. In the spacetime of purbakala, meticulous 
preparation has to be accomplished before taking well-measured steps. 
Once restoration has begun, there is no going back. 
	 This attitude has marked the heritage of Borobudur until the 
completion of the second restoration. Afterwards, a period of contraction 
occurred in the spacetime of purbakala. Ilmu purbakala was fragmented, 
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when all the academics of the various disciplines returned to their 
institutions. Lembaga purbakala was compartmentalised, after the 
national project organisation was dissolved and the conservation of 
Borobudur was left to Balai Konservasi, a small unit within the large 
bureaucracy of national government.
	 The office complex of Balai Konservasi is thus a timescape of the 
contraction of purbakala. The library and the archives, the laboratories, 
the green house, the climatology stations, even the laser scanning studio, 
they all now serve interests that are not national interests. During the 
restoration, all were parts of the organisation of that served national 
interests in an international project.
	 The office of security, however, still serves national interest when 
its officers accompany guests of the state or leaders of the national 
government. This does not happen ever day, and sometimes the officers 
also have to accompany guests and officials of the Province of Central 
Java and the Regency of Magelang. Thus, in general, here too is 
apparent the contraction of purbakala.
 Another timescape of the contraction of purbakala is the 
compound of PT Taman. Here, all of the markers of purbakala serve the 
interest of individuals and groups of tourists. Even the branding with the 
renewed name of Borobudur Study Centre serves the interests of visitors, 
particularly those who stay over night, with the ‘fact’ that they are staying 
at a historical place.
 It is true that many national and international seminars are being 
held here, but none are of the quality and importance than those of the 
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Consultative Meetings of the Borobudur Restoration Project. The Fourth 
International Expert Meeting on Borobudur in 2003  was the last, at least 
up to now. But, even then, with the many ‘new faces‘ — some of which 
had never studied Borobudur before — filling the seats of speakers and 
participants, that meeting seems to fall short when compared to the 
meetings of the restoration project.
	 The last timescape of purbakala I want to mention is the VIP area 
to the west of Candi Borobudur. After the completion of the restoration 
work, it was shortly used to host the documentation officers of Balai 
Konservasi and their archives, before it became a security post. Vehicles 
of VIP guests are still parked here, as the cars that were used to 
approach Candi Borobudur in the early twentieth century. In this area, 
archaeology and tourism mingle within purbakala. However, it is also in 
this area that spacetimes other than purbakala are manifested, 
particularly the spacetime of Buddhism.
 Lastly, I want to discuss Punthuk Setumbu as a marker of 
purbakala. It is not — at least not yet — a timescape of purbakala. 
Suparno has received an award from the Ministry of Tourism and Creative 
Economy in October 2013  for the ‘discovery’ of this potential tourist 
attraction. In January 2014, he was interviewed by a reporter of Bisnis 
Magelang. The report contains the following information:
Punthuk Setumbu was  ‘discovered’ by Suparno in 2004. At that time, 
he was  visiting the family of a  relative that recently passed away in the 
area. Curious  how Candi Borobudur would look like from the top of the 
Setumbu Hill, he climbed it. Alone, without shoes. At that time there 
was no paved walkway like today.
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‘It turned out to be beautiful!” says Suparno. He then contacted his 
friends, photography hobbyists  that are members  of PFAM or the 
Amateur Photography Association of Magelang. He contacted Tjioe 
Sungkono, Herry Wiyanto and other members of PFAM. Response, 
however, did not come instantly. Around a  year later, the senior 
photographers  of Magelang asked Suparno to guide them to Punthuk 
Setumbu. They were curious, how Candi Borobudur would look like 
when enveloped in mist. Liem Wan King a.k.a. David Hermanjaya, the 
Boss of the New Armada Group, was involved.
‘I borrowed a camera from the office. Wan King gave me two rolls  of 
films,” Suparno remembers. In one photography competition, the 
portrait of Candi Borobudur engulfed by mist, created by one of the 
PFAM members, won first prize. Afterwards, Punthuk Setumbu 
became famous. Now, almost every day, dozens  up to a  hundred 
tourists and photography enthusiasts come to the top of that hill.
In addition to Punthuk Setumbu, says  Suparno, there is actually 
another hill that can be climbed to make beautiful portraits  of Candi 
Borobudur. That is  the hill near the hamlet of Kedok, in the village of 
Ngadiahrjo, within the District of Borobudur. From the Kedok Hill, Candi 
Borobudur can be seen to be at the foot of Mount Merbabu; different 
from Punthuk Setumbu, where Borobudur is  on the south of Mount 
Merapi. ‘Access  to the Kedok Hill is  even easier,’ says he” (Sahrudin, 
28 January 2014; english by me).
 I was fortunate to experience the realisation of virtual purbakala 
spacetime at Punthuk Setumbu since 2004. From conversations with 
Suparno and observations about interactions with his interlocutors, I 
inferred that he was using the temporal modality, fabric, and outlook of 
purbakala when he formed the ideation of Punthuk Setumbu as a part of 
the heritage of Borobudur. However, he used other means to instantiate 
the idea of this ‘perfect spot’ for photography. When I asked him why he 
did not emphasise the purbakala of Punthuk Setumbu, he replied: 
“Zaman sudah beda Mas!” (Times are different).
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 Times were indeed different when I read very recently in the World 
Wide Web an interview with an elder of the village of Karangrejo, father of 
one of the young adults of the Karang Taruna that run the tourism of 
Punthuk Setumbu. When asked who ‘discovered’ Punthuk Setumbu, the 
elder replied: “It was a kyai from East Java!” Why a Muslim scholar would 
be interested in the vista of Borobudur is beyond the scope of this 
dissertation. It is not impossible. However, what matters here is that 
Punthuk Setumbu was not discovered. It was made. The construction 
happened in the spacetime of purbakala. Yet, its journey through time, its 
substantial motion, may occur in other spacetimes. Without additional 
markers of purbakala, Punthuk Setumbu is not a timescape of purbakala 
in Borobudur. It remains, at least up to today, a marker of purbakala.
 This brings me to the conclusion of this chapter. The spacetime of 
purbakala has a temporal modality, fabric, and outlook, by which we can 
understand the rhythm of the heritage of Borobudur. There are 
expansions and contractions. Timescapes of Borobudur manifest these 
expansions and contractions by combining several markers of purbakala. 
Thus, coming back to the beginning of this chapter: Candi Borobudur is 
not “neither here nor there” as in a heterotopical rendition. It just is. Its 
presence, however, is expanding and contracting, which is easier to 





Purbakala is a spacetime that has been serving as the frame for the 
heritage of Borobudur. It started somewhere after the fourteenth century, 
perhaps coinciding with the spreading of Islam, which helped to shape a 
new society, the conception of self, as well as cosmologies of 
geographical space and linear time (see Lombard 1990: 149-242). It did 
not start with the rediscovery of Candi Borobudur by Raffles’ men, for 
they followed a story of a hidden candi that was already circulating in the 
heritage of Borobudur. Probably, someone figured out that the ‘forbidden 
hill’ in Javanese chronicles — Babad Mataram of the eighteenth century, 
not the version Babad Tanah Jawi that was rewritten by Meinsma in the 
nineteenth century — would be a nice place to look into for those who 
are on a mission to ‘discover’ the antique world of Java.
	 The spacetime of purbakala has expanded and contracted, and 
the movements can be traced through certain events. Before I list and 
summarise those events, however, I want to highlight the difference 
between archaeology, particularly nationalist archaeology, and ilmu 
purbakala. This distinction is important, because 
the new archaeological institutions that were started in colonial 
Indonesia developed against traditional ways  of knowing ... and only 
after independence in 1945 ‘true’ Indonesian archaeologists emerged, 
but only a few, who had to struggle to make local people respect 
antiquities in their lifeworlds and introduce to the bureaucrats of the 
ministry the concept of ‘cultural heritage of the nation’” (Lombard 1990: 
213; english by me).
***
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According to Ian Glover, this experience of isolated development of 
heritage is not unique to Indonesia.
In many newly independent countries  or where native people appear to 
be denied the right to their cultural identity, forms of nationalist 
archaeology have developed and are strongest amongst people who 
feel threatened, insecure, or deprived of their political rights  by more 
powerful nations, or in countries where appeals  for national unity are 
being made to counteract serious  divisions  along class or ethnic lines. 
Nationalist archaeology tends to emphasize the more recent past, and 
to draw attention to visible, monumental architecture and centralized 
political structures. Earlier prehistory, or the archaeology of small-
preliterate communities, tend to be ignored by nationalist archaeology. 
The popularity of Classical and Islamic archaeology in Indonesia, the 
focus  on the Late Bronze-Iron Age, Dong Son culture of northern 
Vietnam; on the archaeology of Sukhothai and Ayutthaya  in Thailand; 
on the Pagan period in Myanmar, are cases  in point (Glover 2003: 
17-9).
 The World Heritage Site of Sangiran, which cherishes the lifeworld 
of the prehistoric ‘Java men’ in Central Java, however, might not be a 
case in that point. It can also be argued that ‘the native people’ that are 
denied the right to their political, not cultural identity are “the few … who 
had to struggle to make local people respect antiquities in their lifeworlds 
and introduce to the bureaucrats of the ministry the concept of ‘cultural 
heritage of the nation.” Cultural identity is constructed over a long period 
of time and this is exemplified by Glover’s example of Srivijaya in southern 
Sumatra.
The name of this  early Indic kingdom was  first recovered by the Dutch 
linguist Hendrik Kern (1913) from an inscription dated to 608  in the 
Saka Era (c. A.D. 682) found at Kota Kapur on Bangka Island, and 
Georges Coede`s  subsequently developed the concept of a  powerful 
Srivijayan maritime empire. Sumatran intellectuals  soon incorporated 
the newly discovered glorious  past of their native island into a quest for 
identity. By the 1930s  this  regional nationalism moved up to a national 
level and Mohammad Yamin argued that Srivijaya should be considered 
the first ‘Negara Indonesia’ – a pan-Indonesian national state with the 
Javanese kingdom of Majapahit as the second national state. 
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Following independence in 1945 the concept of Srivijaya has been 
claimed back by the people of Palembang; this  despite negative 
evidence from archaeology (Bronson and Wisseman, 1976) and it is 
only in the past decade that more extensive excavations  by a joint 
Indonesian-French team have established beyond reasonable doubt 
that Palembang was  the centre of an ancient polity named Srivijaya. 
Today visitors to Palembang are confronted with Srivijaya  on almost 
every corner. The airport welcomes  them to ‘Bumi Srivijaya’, there are 
innumerable Toko2 Srivijaya, Toko Buku Srivijaya, Semen Srivijaya, 
Pupuk Srivijaya, and even the local army corps  is  the Srivijaya  Division 
(Glover 2003: 24).
 The link between a fertiliser plant with the ancient kingdom of 
Srivijaya is, without question, questionable. However, this does not seem 
to be on the minds of ‘the people of Palembang’. Recently, the local 
newspaper, another ‘Srivijaya’, has been publishing a column that 
focuses on markers of local, petite history — bridges, neighbourhoods, 
and so on, and particular on the background of the naming. The column 
is edited by Frieda Amran, daughter of former rector of Universitas 
Srivijaya, an Indonesian anthropologist who resides in the Netherlands. 
Using material from old Dutch newspapers, not old Dutch scientific 
reports, she provokes questioning and inquiry about the history of 
Palembang. The response is not fantastic, but it involves already much 
more than the “Sumatran intellectuals”. Through the Internet, around 
1,000 people share with Amran their ideas and the spirit to know their 
‘homeland‘ better. They all are happy to be connected to each other by 
the cultural identity of ‘Bumi Sriwijaya’ (the homeland of Srivijaya), without 
the knowledge of nationalist archaeology.
 The question is “what is in a name?” Purbakala and nationalist 
archaeology: are they not one and the same? Amran shows that they are 
not. Purbakala is larger than nationalist archaeology. People involved in 
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purbakala use products of archaeology that are highlighted by nationalist 
archaeology. In southern Sumatra, the most important product is the 
name of Srivijaya.
***
In Borobudur, the most important product is the restored candi. It is a 
product of purbakala, not archaeology, which was developing within 
purbakala and whose development was boosted by the restoration of 
Candi Borobudur, and not the other way around. Nationalist archaeology 
in relation to the heritage of Borobudur started in 1918, promoted and 
contested in the cultural congresses, five years after the institution of 
dinas  purbakala, the Oudheidkundige Dienst, that was established in 
1913. Archaeologists promoted the use of ‘their’ monuments in the 
general education that leads to national awareness — that of nation Java, 
not Indonesia, and for purposes other than those contained in the politics 
of expressing cultural identities. The candi was a symbol of what people 
can do if they unite to develop great civilisations.
 After the 1945 independence, the need to act as a nation was 
anything but fulfilled. Soekmono, nationalist archaeologist par excellence 
in Indonesia, understood that the urge to show that Indonesians can 
“stand as high and sit as low” (duduk sama rendah, berdiri sama tinggi) 
as any nation in terms of conserving artefacts that exist in national 
territories, was to be expanded in the spacetime of purbakala, not in the 
field of archaeology. His agenda of developing chemical and technical 
archaeology was subsumed under the plan of restoring Candi Borobudur, 
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which, at that time, in the late 1940s, was widely recognised as a symbol 
of the colonial archaeology.
 In the noughties, Daoed Joesoef, former Minister of Education and 
Culture, who had also a deep personal connection with Candi Borobudur, 
summed up the values of the monument, which go well beyond the field 
of archaeology. With his experience as the steward of the restoration 
project and national leader of cultural development in Indonesia from 
1978 to 1983, that is in the period towards the completion of the 
restoration of Borobudur, he put forward eight kinds of value, starting with 
archaeological values, then historical, spiritual, cultural, scientific, 
aesthetic, economic, and political values (see Joesoef 2004). In the 
context of defining the archaeological values, he commented about the 
effort to preserve the cultural heritage objects that are scattered 
throughout Indonesia: “we are not lacking wants for higher means, but 
we are lacking means for higher wants” (Joesoef 2004: 17).
 The means to reach this “higher wants” have been found beyond 
the field of archaeology, in ‘cultural diplomacy’, technical assistance in 
cultural development, the development of cultural tourism, and so on, all 
of which can be traced in the spacetime of purbakala. Which brings me 
to the events of expansion and contraction of purbakala in the heritage of 
Borobudur.
	 I showed that, in the spacetime of purbakala, events are the 
materialisations of the substantially transforming being of Candi 
Borobudur, the remains of the restoration projects in the form of office 
complexes and significant places of cultural tourism, as well as the 
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mimesis of the candi on top of a hill in the surrounding region. Only some 
of the events are linked together as timescapes of purbakala.
 Candi Borobudur is the first and foremost timescape of purbakala 
in the heritage of Borobudur. The events of purbakala are the soil, the 
foundation, the drain system, the corner of the ‘hidden foot’, the walls of 
the galleries and the balustrades, as well as the upper circular terraces, 
the perforated stupas and the main stupa. These events are the temporal 
fabric of purbakala, which reveal the temporal modality of orientation 
towards the past, where both the habit of treating ruins as giant puzzles 
and the innovation of combining meditative vision with modern 
technology to connect the puzzle pieces are directed towards the 
‘authentic’. Events of the temporal fabric are also pregnant with the social 
ideology about the time of purbakala and the timing of purbakala; recently 
it was attempted to emphasise this ideology in the development of the 
Borobudur Restoration Museum and various publications in the course of 
commemorating the 100 years of both the first restoration project and the 
establishment of the first Lembaga Purbakala. In the heritage of 
Borobudur, purbakala expanded to unite volcanoes with land and people 
of the Kedu Plateau. The ideological timing of conservation follows the 
methodology of conceptualising this unity.
 The second and third timescapes of purbakala in the heritage of 
Borobudur are the building complexes of the Manohara hotel and of Balai 
Konservasi. Although the two have different functions today, the events 
within them show the contraction of purbakala. The events of purbakala 
in the Manohara hotel are the rooms that were built to host researchers 
246
but are now available for them only on special occasions and the function 
halls that are also only open on special occasions. All show that the 
social ideology of purbakala has been subsumed under the development 
ideology of Indonesia once the restoration of Candi Borobudur was 
completed. The events of purbakala in the Balai Konservasi office 
complex are the library and the archives, and the museum of the 
restoration project, which are oriented towards the past. The office of 
security, the laboratories, and the 3D imaging facilities are oriented 
towards the present, but their role is emphasised only on special 
occasions. However, the fragmentation and compartmentalisation of 
purbakala resulted in the presentation of the social ideology of arkeologi 
— not purbakala — in Balai Konservasi, which limits the importance of 
the conservation agency.
 The VIP Area to the west of Candi Borobudur shows that the 
spacetime of purbakala contains cultural tourism. It shows that for 
tourists, since the nineteenth century, the candi is important for only one 
day. The expansion of the area’s function during the commemoration of 
Vesak, every year, also shows that the candi is important for only one 
day. There is thus a tension in the heritage of Borobudur, between the 
timing of tourism and the timing of archaeology, that is between one-day 
visits and multi-year research, not between ideologies of conservation 
and ideologies of commercialisation of heritage. Working in the spacetime 
of purbakala, people who live and work in Borobudur have been 
successful in balancing this tension, that is by isolating the ‘clashes’ in 
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the VIP Area. It is therefore a timescape of purbakala in the heritage of 
Borobudur.
 There are other timescapes in the heritage of Borobudur. Two of 
them are the museums within the national park. However, where Museum 
Mahakarmawibhangga is a timescape of monumental archaeology, 
Museum Samudra Raksa is a timescape of experimental archaeology. 
They are not timescape of purbakala, because their events are significant 
in the contexts and settings of archaeology. It is therefore that both 
museums were not mentioned in the debates about the cultural 
landscape heritage of Borobudur in the noughties, which promised — but 
did not — to expand the spacetime of purbakala once again.
 There is another marker of purbakala in the region of Borobudur, 
which may become — but has not up to today — a timescape of 
purbakala. That is Punthuk Setumbu, the mimesis of Candi Borobudur on 
top of a hill in the Menoreh Range. The significant event is the sunrise 
that links Mount Merapi, Mount Merbabu, the sun, and the landscape of 
Borobudur with Candi Borobudur. However, this event is the only to be 
found in Punthuk Setumbu. Without the link to other significant events of 
purbakala, the place is still very open to various interpretations, including 
those of the Kyai from East Java.
***
Purbakala is not the only spacetime that frames actions of people who 
live and work in Borobudur. In the cultural landscape of Borobudur, there 
are also spacetimes of Buddhism, global capitalism, and also spacetimes 
of villages, cultural activists, and Islam. The spacetime of Buddhism 
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requires a set of data that is much larger than this dissertation. The 
spacetime of global capitalism has been discussed by scholars of the 
‘Cornell School’ (Anderson 1991; Errington 1998; Dahles 2001). The 
spacetimes of local villages are very interesting, since they contain events 
of the cultuurstelsel and the struggle of Prince Diponegoro (see Suroyo 
2000 for the cultivation system; Djamhari 2003 for the struggle), but are 
not directly connected to the heritage of Borobudur. Similarly, the 
spacetime of cultural activists are connected to the heritage of Borobudur 
through the spatial planning of Borobudur. The spacetime of Islam I want 
to discuss a bit further in the following pages.
 I already mentioned the visit of the Naqshbandiyah Sufi leader in 
2003. Towards the end of the noughties, however, a promoter of Islamic 
science from Jakarta attracted attention with his theory of Candi 
Borobudur. Using what he calls ‘Islamic mathematics’, he ‘calculated’ 
that the candi was actually built by the prophet Solomon. His claim was 
ontological in nature and many disbelieved him. There were, however, 
others that provided a stage for him, including the Faculty of Mathematics 
and Natural Sciences of Universitas Gadjah Mada and, more recently, the 
Institute of Technology. This interest may hint towards another connection 
in the spacetime of purbakala that I have not addressed sufficiently.
 Fahmi Basya, who puts the title kyai haji in front of his name, is 
said to have taught ‘Islamic mathematics’ at the Islamic state university of 
Syarif Hidyatullah, Jakarta in 2002, but his name does not appear in the 
list of the faculty members. In the third book on ‘Islamic mathematics’ he 
mentioned Candi Borobudur as a creation of the prophet Solomon. The 
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claim was further mentioned in a tv programme that was produced by 
students of the university. This created a controversy in several sites of 
the Internet, including YouTube and Kaskus. In 2012, Fahmi Basya 
published his book Borobudur & Peninggalan Nabi Sulaiman (Borobudur 
and the Heritage of Prophet Solomon).
 Reading this book, I was not able to follow the logic of the ‘Islamic 
mathematics’ that, as it turned out, is the brainchild of Fahmi Basya 
himself, the outcomes of 33  years of research. There are pictures of the 
statues, stupas, and reliefs, however, which are said to be tamatsil, or 
three-dimensional realistic representations, of images within the Quran. 
This cannot be true if one believes that tamatsil are actually forbidden in 
Islam. Nevertheless, most interesting are the ‘tamatsil’ of ‘David’ and 
‘Solomon’ in Javanese Buddhist garb. In this book, Solomon is the son 
of David and his Javanese mother. Proof? His name, at least in the way 
Javanese pronounce it, comprises the syllables ‘su’ and ‘man’, which 
means, in Javanese, ‘good’ and ‘servant’, and this ‘identity’ of being a 
good servant is that of Solomon. The book is full of other examples of 
controversial linking between aspects of Candi Borobudur and aspects of 
Islam and, therefore, does not seem a good way to understand the 
relation between the candi and the religion.
 The controversy in the Internet about the book, and, beforehand, 
the central idea of Borobudur as heritage of the prophet Solomon, 
however, shows that the presence of the candi as not only national but 
even world heritage is an issue to not a handful, but many Muslims in 
Indonesia. In Borobudur I encountered an inter-city bus driver from a 
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village in Borobudur who was tired to be related to Borobudur, because 
in his experience this relation usually entailed his identification as a 
Buddhist — which he is not. Also, people who live and work in 
Borobudur still remember the bombing of nine stupas in January 1985. 
The legislation of the perpetrators of the bombing revealed that it was 
carried out as an act of retaliation, connected to the killing of 
demonstrators in the Tanjung Priok incident of 1984. Still a question 
remains, why Candi Borobudur? Was it targeted because in 1930, a 
magazine of the Indonesian theosophical society, whose members, such 
as for instance Radjiman, were involved in the heritage of Borobudur at 
the cultural congresses, provocatively defined the candi as the house of 
God (Baitullah) in Java (see Pewarta Teosofi 1930)? In 1951, this strange 
claim was elaborated in a publication by C.W. Leadbeater, The Occult 
History of Java, which was translated and published in 1979 as Sejarah 
Gaib Pulau Jawa. Surely, the interpretation of Candi Borobudur as a 
centre of knowledge in 2003 by the Naqshbandiyah Sufi leader, Syakh 
Hisham Kabbani is easier to follow. Which brings me back to my own 
goal of attaining hikmah through this dissertation.
***
In the introduction I stated that this dissertation is not a case study of 
heritage, but studies the heritage of Borobudur in the course of creating 
concepts that better capture local lived realities in Southeast Asia. I used 
the concept of timescape to focus the discussion about the spacetime of 
purbakala, to link events of purbakala. As such, I have not created 
concepts. Rather, I have conceptualised the being of Candi Borobudur, 
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PT Taman’s hotel compound, the office complex of Balai Konservasi, the 
VIP Area to the west of the candi, and Punthuk Setumbu on the top of 
one of the Menoreh hills as manifestations of the spacetime of purbakala. 
The hikmah of this endeavour is that to Goh’s challenge to Southeast 
Asian intellectuals to “respond to current critical norms yet construct 
representations which are faithful to lived realities and meanings in the 
region and which can also challenge oppressive discourses at the official 
and oppositional levels” by overcoming “the limitations of Western 
discourse” it is important to go to the roots of the Western concepts that 
are being borrowed to foster “inter-referencing in Asian contexts” and find 
there material to create platforms for debate that are not bound by the 
history of science in Europe and North America. I borrowed the concept 
of timescape, found that it is rooted in a European spacetime, and 
reworked it with the spacetime of purbakala. I do not claim that the 
spacetime of purbakala is replacing or was replaced by the European 
spacetime. I only show that in the heritage of Borobudur, which is seen 
as a process that also occurs at other places in this world, the spacetime 
of purbakala has events that, when combined, create timescapes of 
purbakala. This events are markers of the heritage of Borobudur. 
 I have claimed that a discussion about heritage in the noughties 
and beyond is particularly useful for Southeast Asian intellectuals to 
overcome the limitations of Western discourse. In 2015, nations of 
Southeast Asia are embarking on a journey to become a regional 
community. For sure there will be discussions about common heritage, 
cultural similarities — and differences — and so on. It is also predictable 
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that there will be debates about the commensurability of different things 
that are promoted as being parts of the Southeast Asian identity. The 
discussion of the Borobudur heritage in the noughties is particularly 
useful because it raises awareness about the importance to find, 
simultaneously, a fundamental field and its elements for comparison 
before going into debates. Spacetime and its events is such a platform 
for debate and it is possible, given that other Southeast Asian nations 
have had lived experiences with heritage, that spacetimes similar to 
purbakala do exist in Southeast Asian countries other than Indonesia.
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